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  Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

 

Appendix A provides a response to the 729 comments received during the Alternatives 
Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (AA/DEIS) public review and comment period. 
Chapter 9 is included as the introduction to this Appendix as it includes a summary of and 
common themes in the comments received. 
 
Following Chapter 9, an alphabetized index is provided. The comments have been categorized 
by Agency, Elected Official, Organization, and individuals alphabetized by the commenter’s last 
name or agency/organization representing.  
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The Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (AA/DEIS) for the Red Line 
Corridor Transit Study was approved on September 2, 2008. Subsequently, the document was 
made available to the public and appropriate federal, state, and local agencies for review and 
comment. (Refer to the Distribution List in the Appendix of the AA/DEIS, pages A-6 and A-7.) 
The formal Notice of Availability was published in the Federal Register on October 3, 2008 
initiating the 90-day public review and comment period (October 3, 2008 through January 5, 
2009). Comments received during this period were in the form of written correspondence 
(which included letters, emails, and comment forms) and verbal testimony at one of four public 
hearings held for the project. For additional information about the public involvement 
associated with the AA/DEIS, refer to Chapter 8 of this Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS).  
 

This is a new chapter for the FEIS. This chapter summarizes the comments received during the 
90-day public comment period and provides the context for Appendix A of this FEIS where the 
official response to each of the 729 comments including six petitions received is provided. 
Issues raised in the comments have also been addressed throughout this FEIS where 
appropriate.  
 

 
Of the total comments received, 164 comments were from elected officials, agencies, or 
organizations, 559 from individuals, and six petitions. During the 90-day public review and 
comment period there were multiple ways comments could be submitted to the Maryland 
Transit Administration (MTA): email or online comment form through the project website, oral 
testimony at four public hearing meetings, letters addressed to the MTA or Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA), or hard copy comment forms available at the public hearings or locations 
where the document was available for public review. A summary of the comments received by 
method is listed below. Please note that some organizations and individuals commented using 
more than one method or submitted multiple emails, letters, comment forms, or testimonies. 
Each individual comment has been counted once, regardless of who submitted the comment.  
 

 
The comments received included many common themes or issues raised. The following is a 
summary of the most common themes and issues raised in the AA/DEIS comments received 
and a response is shown in italics. 

 

Comments were received which did not specify support for a specific alternative, as presented 
in the AA/DEIS, but supported the Red Line project in general and emphasized the need for 
transit improvements in the Baltimore Region.  
 
The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the Baltimore Region, as your 
comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under 
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downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a 
limited amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 
Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public 
involvement program. Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security 
Boulevard as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and 
the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane 
tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from 
Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements, along with the decrease from 20 stations 
to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of 
the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your comments on 
the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 

 

Comments were received requesting selection of the No-Build Alternative, rather than support 
the Red Line project. While some comments provided no justification for this request, others 
suggested that the project is not needed, the resultant impacts to residences would not justify 
the need, or MTA should focus on improving existing services.  
 
The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation facilities and services 
in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build Alternative integrates forecasted transit service 
levels, highway networks and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s Constrained Long Range Plan 
(CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the existing highway and transit network as well as 
planned and programmed (committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation projects, but does not 
address the purpose and need of reducing travel times, increasing transit accessibility, providing 
transportation choices for east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and 
economic development opportunities.  
 
Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the study corridor would 
continue to be served by the local bus system, with only planned and programmed transit 
improvements. Congestion on the roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact 
the reliability of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit travel 
time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred Alternative would operate 
with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build 
Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit service along the 
project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable service. Light rail traveling in a 
dedicated right-of-way would not be subject to congested roadway conditions, resulting in 
dependable, on-time service. The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities 
and feeder bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the ridership 
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market. The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property that would 
result in an involuntary residential displacement. 
 
Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred Alternative while 
providing detailed information on transit efficiency and accessibility, transportation choices, 
system wide transit connections, and community revitalization and economic development.  

 

Several comments were received expressing support of Alternative 4C as presented in the 
AA/DEIS. Other comments noted support for Alternative 4C with various modifications.  
 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, with input from 
local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS. Alternative 4C in the 
AA/DEIS was light rail in mode, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, 
primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure. 
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 
northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, 
tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to 
Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus. These 
refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the 
Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be 
found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  

Comments were received stating that a heavy rail alternative should be studied in the AA/DEIS. 
 
Two alternatives which incorporated Heavy Rail were considered in the AA/DEIS for the Red 
Line. They were described in Chapter 2, page 29 of the AA/DEIS. Each of these alternatives was 
proposed by members of the public.  
 
The first of the two alternatives was a full Heavy Rail Alternative from Social Security 
Administration to Greektown, 14.3 miles. This alternative was estimated to cost $2.383 Billion in 
2007 dollars. The alternative was not carried forward through full analysis in the AA/DEIS due to 
its high capital cost as compared to Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives being studied. 
The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line in the FEIS has a cost of $2.575 Billion in year-of-
expenditure dollars. The year-of-expenditure dollars are based on a schedule that has the Red 
Line opening in 2021 and escalation occurring at a rate of +3.1 percent per year. Escalating the 
previously studied Heavy Rail Alternative capital cost at the same rate that is being used for the 
Preferred Alternative, with a project opening in 2021 and a mid-point of construction in the year 
2018, yields a year-of-expenditure capital cost of $3.334 Billion. This cost estimate for Heavy 
Rail is $759 Million higher than the Preferred Alternative. This 30 percent cost differential still 
renders the Heavy Rail Alternative as too costly when compared with the Preferred Alternative. 
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In addition, there are other aspects of this proposed Heavy Rail Alternative that could bring into 
question its feasibility, could lead to higher capital costs, and/or create environmental impacts 
that would need to be addressed. These include constructing adjacent to the Amtrak Northeast 
corridor and within Amtrak right-of-way; constructing connections with the existing Baltimore 
Metro and the need to shut down Metro service while that construction occurred, likely six to 
nine months at a minimum; additional property takes along Amtrak right-of-way; visual impacts 
of an aerial alignment from Orangeville to Greektown; potential 4(f) impacts from being in a 
tunnel under Leakin Park due to associated ventilation or emergency egress that may be 
required; and viability of an at-grade alignment along I-70. 
 
The second of the two alternatives was not a full Heavy Rail Alternative, but a combination of 
three modes – Heavy Rail, Light Rail, and Streetcar. The Heavy Rail component extended the 
existing Metro from Johns Hopkins Hospital to the Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center. From 
Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS) to the western portion of downtown, the 
Alternative would be light rail similar to the Preferred Alternative. Upon entering downtown, the 
light rail would be surface to Camden Yards, and then would be in tunnel to the existing Charles 
Center Metro Station. The third component would be a streetcar from Camden Yards, with 
surface operations along Pratt Street and through Harbor East, Fell’s Point, Canton, Canton 
Crossing, and Haven Street to the Amtrak right-of-way, ending at Edison Highway. The streetcar 
alternative would run in mixed traffic along the surface. This Alternative was estimated to have 
a capital cost of $1.8 Billion in 2007 dollars. Escalated at 3.1 percent per year yields a cost of 
$2.518 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars. This cost is comparable to the Preferred 
Alternative, just as it was similar to the costs of the light rail and bus rapid transit alternatives in 
the AA/DEIS. The reasons this alternative were not studied further in the AA/DEIS are: 

 Many east-west trips through the corridor would require transfers due to the multiple 
modes, increasing transit travel time and decreasing ridership. 

 The entire streetcar component requires sharing lanes with traffic, which degrades both 
vehicular traffic movements, as well as transit travel times, and would reduce ridership.  

 Introducing a new mode, streetcar, requires an additional new maintenance facility for 
streetcars and introduces a new mode of transit to Baltimore, which does not improve 
transit efficiency. 

Refer to Section 2.4.2 in the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update for additional 
information, located in Appendix I. 
 

 

Many comments were received from organizations and individuals citing the benefit of the Red 
Line in improving the job market. The reasons cited included: improved access to jobs and the 
creation of permanent and construction jobs. 
 
The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development programs that are intended 
to lead to future employment and training opportunities for local area residents, as well as 
expanded opportunities for local small (disadvantaged) businesses. The intent is for the area 
economy to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line project can 
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generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in place before construction 
contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
 

 

The AA/DEIS stated several times that there would be no residential displacements with any of 
the Red Line Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative. However, many comments were 
received from residents on the west side of the project study corridor concerned about the loss 
of their home or property from the Red Line.  
 
The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property that would result in an 
involuntary residential displacement. The majority of the Red Line would be constructed within 
the public right-of-way; however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of property from some 
residential properties adjacent to and along the Red Line. Just compensation will be paid for all 
land that is acquired. These partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the 
ownership of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in Appendix K 
of the FEIS.  
 

 

Several comments were received asking how the MTA would ensure building foundations are 
not compromised during the construction of the Red Line. 
 
It would be necessary to use protective measures to support building foundations as part of 
tunnel or station excavation, where unavoidable. These measures are often utilized to reduce 
potential for damage caused by construction-induced movement.  
 
Both the Cooks Lane Tunnel and Downtown Tunnel alignments and stations have been planned 
to avoid construction beneath existing buildings and other structures wherever possible. 
However, there are a few areas where this cannot be avoided. In addition, in some other areas, 
existing structures would be very close to excavation sites or the tunnel’s alignment. In both of 
these cases, a variety of measures, including underpinning, grouting, and building external 
support frames or bracing structures would be used to protect nearby structures during and 
following construction. Types of protective measures for the Red Line include ground 
improvements, bracing structures, and underpinning nearby structures. Prior to construction, 
pre-construction conditions would be documented through baseline surveys and visual 
inspections for buildings that are directly adjacent to the alignment. These conditions can then 
be compared with any changes after construction and may be used as the basis for 
compensation.  
 

 

Eight organizations or individuals submitted comments stating the opinion that the project 
violates environmental justice legislation or Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. These comments 
were from organizations or individuals on the west side of the project study corridor who felt 
their comments were not being heard or addressed. They felt their communities were being 
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impacted by a surface alignment when other communities had tunnel alignments, and that 
their communities would not benefit from the Red Line.  
 
The FTA Office of Civil Rights has reviewed the environmental justice and Title VI complaints and 
either dismissed or found them insufficient. The FTA has not found any violation of Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act, or the Community Right to Know Act. 
 
In addition, Section 5.4 of the FEIS sets forth the detailed analysis performed to evaluate 
whether the Red Line would have a disproportionately high and adverse human health and 
environmental effects to minority and low-income communities that would result from the 
construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative. Since the AA/DEIS was published, the 
MTA has continued extensive public outreach with communities throughout the corridor, 
updated the environmental justice analysis with the 2010 US Census data, and continued 
coordinating with the FTA Office of Civil Rights. Refer to FEIS Chapters 5 and 8. 
 
Overall, the Red Line would improve accessibility for all communities including low-income and 
minority populations. While some impacts would occur within these communities, the impacts 
of the project on minority and low-income communities are not disproportionately high and 
adverse, and the project benefits these same communities by providing improved accessibility 
and faster, more reliable transit. 
 

 

Comments were received stating that citizens were not notified of the project or the public 
hearings. 
 
The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public involvement program 
that was integral to the overall study effort. Public involvement activities began in Spring 2003 
with the distribution of direct mail and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 
84,280 homeowners and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and over 1,450 
individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA held five sets of open houses. 
From November 2004 to May 2005, four rounds of Community Workings Groups were held. 
Letters and project fact sheets were mailed to 249 religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-
eight community meetings were held between September 2005 and March 2008. In 2006, the 
Maryland General Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). 
The CAC advised the MTA on impacts, opportunities and community concerns about the 
Baltimore Red Line through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 2012 seventeen 
Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed to provide input on the Red Line project 
development. Each of the SAACs met approximately ten times during that time frame.  
 
Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 separate project 
newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. Additionally, regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-
newsletters have been distributed to subscribers to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout 
planning, project information was made available at 34 resource hubs throughout the project 
area. MTA also made available a Red Line project website (www.baltimoreredline.com). 
Downloadable materials included a map and simulation of the Preferred Alternative, photos, 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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fliers, e-newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for 
additional information. 
 

 

Several comments were received expressing concern of rodent infestations in homes during 
construction of the Red Line. 
 
Construction contractors will be required to implement rodent (mouse and rat) control 
programs.  
 

 

Several comments were received regarding the Red Line accommodating bicycles, incorporating 
trail-to-rail in the design, and accommodating bicycles on the street.  
 
Accommodate cyclists on transit line: The Red Line will allow bicycles on trains and will have 
accommodations for bicycles at Red Line stations.  
 
Maximize trail by rail: Trails adjacent or parallel to the Red Line were considered during the 
development of the Preferred Alternative for the FEIS, but were not included in the definition of 
the Preferred Alternative due to additional capital cost and/or right-of-way impacts.  
 
Share the road: The majority of the Preferred Alternative is not surface light rail within a 
roadway. However, in one location where light rail will be located in the median, the road will 
be revised to include a seven foot wide bike lane. That location is along Boston Street between 
Hudson Street/Montford Avenue to Eaton Street.  
 

 

A common reason given in comments for not supporting the project was that the Red Line 
would result in increased crime in their community. 
 
The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures. Vehicles, station platforms, 
and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras for observation and enforcement. The 
project design will also incorporate features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The 
MTA police force will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 

 

A common theme in the comments received was that the Red Line in the median of 
Edmondson Avenue or Boston Street would make it unsafe for pedestrians. 
 
The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along Edmondson Avenue 
and Boston Street. The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant crosswalks will have 
traffic signals with indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will provide 
adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of Edmondson Avenue and Boston 
Street. Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the center of Edmondson Avenue and 
Boston Street for increased safety.  
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Generally, these comments requested that if the Red Line is built it be placed underground as 
opposed to on the surface through Cooks Lane and/or along Edmondson Avenue. 
 
The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at grade), generally within the median of 
Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel portal and the West Baltimore MARC 
station. There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median without 
the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes. As such, an underground alternative is 
not needed to preserve adjacent land use. Also, the impact assessments for resources along 
Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see 
the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail). In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/Franklin Street between 
Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was 
cost. In order to design and construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the 
project would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS for additional information. 
 

 

Several comments noted that a surface alignment on US 40/Edmondson Avenue would result in 
traffic problems in their community. Traffic analysis for the Preferred Alternative has been 
updated in support of the FEIS. This analysis for US 40/Edmondson Avenue is summarized in the 
response below. Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in 
Appendix I for additional information. 
 
Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to a number of 
roadways along the Red Line project study corridor. Currently, on Edmondson Avenue, three 
lanes are provided during the peak hour in the peak direction. Under the Preferred Alternative 
the three available lanes would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the 
Red Line in the median.  

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new turn restrictions, 
removing signals, closing some median openings, and installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The 
plans and profiles provided in the Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater detail on these roadway 
modifications.  

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are projected to increase by 
approximately 18 percent by 2035. With the Red Line, traffic volumes are expected to remain 
relatively unchanged compared to current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity 
to accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue for 
both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition. The assessment indicates the following 
changes in LOS:  

 Edmondson Avenue at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak hour 
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 Edmondson Avenue at Swann Avenue – From D (D) to C (E) during AM (PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Avenue at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B (C) during AM 
(PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized intersection in Build 
conditions) 

 Edmondson Avenue at Wildwood Parkway – From B (B) to D (D) during AM (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Avenue at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak hour 

 Edmondson Avenue at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue. The assessment 
indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Avenue) at Denison Street – From F (F) to A (B) during AM (PM) peak 
hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in build year 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the implementation of 
Traffic and Transportation Management Plans. Access to local businesses would be provided 
where possible with existing or temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances 
where access cannot be maintained. In these cases, other accommodations would be arranged 
with the property owner. Specific mitigation would be developed during Final Design to 
determine the maximum number of lanes which may be closed during peak traffic hours, 
maintenance and removal of traffic control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction 
schedule restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to construction. 
 

 

One reason frequently expressed in opposition to the Red Line on US 40/Edmondson Avenue 
was the loss of on-street parking in their community. 
 
The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of some parking spaces along 
the corridor. Under the Preferred Alternative 58 on-street parking spaces would be eliminated 
along Edmondson Avenue between Cooks Lane and Franklintown Road. For those parking 
spaces that remain along Edmondson Avenue, vehicles may be parked 24-hours a day. MTA will 
work with the contractor to develop a plan to minimize the temporary loss of parking during 
construction. Refer to the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for additional 
information. 

 

Several comments were received from residents in the Fell’s Point neighborhood supporting a 
tunnel through their community over a surface option. Some of these comments expressed 
support for a tunnel alignment beneath Fleet Street instead of Aliceanna Street. 
 
The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line now includes a tunnel through Fell’s Point under Fleet 
Street not Aliceanna Street with the Harbor East Station located at Fleet Street and Central 
Avenue and the Fell’s Point Station at Fleet Street and Broadway. With the decision to have a 
portal at Boston Street and Hudson Street/Montford Avenue, a tunnel under Fleet Street 
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provided a better geographic transition. A tunnel from Fleet to Boston Streets only required one 
horizontal curve. A tunnel from Fleet to Aliceanna Streets would have required an additional 
curve which would have increased capital costs and increased travel time.  
 

 

Comments were received requesting that an alternative alignment be selected that would not 
include Boston Street. Some of these comments requested the Red Line alignment be shifted to 
Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street. Because of the existing street widths, sidewalk widths, and 
building face locations, Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street could not be widened for the inclusion 
of light rail. All of the surface options were deemed infeasible because of the impacts to parking 
or impacts to roadway capacity and local access.  
 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical considerations including quality of 
transit service, projected transit ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation 
integration, economic development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input. To meet the project’s purpose and need, it was important to 
connect people with key activity centers such as the Social Security Administration, University of 
Maryland downtown, central business district, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical 
Center campus. Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Central Light Rail were 
also critical to meeting the purpose and need.  
 
The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative because it 
represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts when compared to the other 
surface options along Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street. It was also $412 million less to construct 
than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue. Ridership projections for the option along Boston Street 
were also comparable to options in the Eastern Avenue/Fleet Street corridor. Refer to the 
Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 

 

Several comments noted support for the AA/DEIS Alternative 4D, which included a tunnel 
under Eastern Avenue, or support for a surface alignment on Eastern Avenue or Fleet Street as 
an alternative to a Boston Street alignment. The AA/DEIS included analysis of the three surface 
alignments as Eastern-Fleet one-way couplets and a tunnel under Eastern Avenue. 
 
Various alternatives were analyzed in the AA/DEIS to use the Eastern Avenue/Fleet Street 
corridors. These alternatives were not selected as part of the Preferred Alternative due to lack of 
feasibility or high capital costs. Key reasons that the Eastern/Fleet Alternatives were not 
selected are described below.  

Tunnel Option: A tunnel alternative along Eastern Avenue from the downtown area to the 
Norfolk Southern right-of-way, north of Eastern Avenue, was considered. The costs of this 
alternative, due to both the tunnel and underground stations, would increase the cost of the Red 
Line by $412 million, in year of expenditure dollars.  



December 2012 

 9-11  Red Line FEIS – Volume 1 - Chapter 9: AA/DEIS Public Comments Summary 

Eastern-Fleet surface LRT Option: Three surface options were considered in the AA/DEIS. The 
first option maintained two-way traffic on Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street with elimination of 
all parking on one side of each street. Light rail tracks would be separated with one directional 
track along Eastern Avenue and the other directional track along Fleet Street. Each of the other 
two surface options created one-way streets on both Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street with one 
lane for traffic, one lane for light rail, and two lanes for parking. Due to the existing street 
widths, sidewalk widths, and building face locations, Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street could not 
be widened for the inclusion of light rail. All of the surface options were deemed infeasible 
because of the impacts to parking or impacts to roadway capacity and local access.  

Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report- 2012 Update for additional information. 
 
In a letter dated May 7, 2012, FTA and MTA received a report recommending additional 
consideration of light rail alternatives located on Eastern Avenue. Refer to b’more mobile, “The 
Case for Eastern Avenue on The Red Line” (May 2012) included in Appendix H of the 
Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update, included in Appendix I of the FEIS. The report 
claimed that an Eastern Avenue route would serve more local users overall, and that it would 
better serve transit users in minority and low-income neighborhoods and therefore was more 
consistent with principles of environmental justice. FTA responded in a letter dated May 25, 
2012, noting that environmental justice issues were being analyzed and would be addressed in 
the FEIS. In addition, MTA responded in a letter dated October 1, 2012. The MTA responses 
addressed the specific issues raised in the report in more detail and reaffirmed MTA’s 
preference for the Boston Street alignment. The MTA cited several reasons, including: (1) the 
Boston Street alignment is more consistent with the project’s purpose and need because it 
provides a direct connection to the Canton area; (2) the proposed alignment along Boston 
Street is consistent with environmental justice requirements; and (3) the cost and impact of an 
Eastern Avenue route, whether surface or tunnel, would be substantially greater than 
estimated in the b’more mobile report. FTA has reviewed MTA’s response to the b’more mobile 
report and concurs with MTA’s response. Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 
Update, Appendix H for additional information and copies of the b’more report and response 
letter. 
 

 

Some comments received stated support for extending the tunnel further to the east under 
Boston Street. The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under a portion of Boston Street 
from Aliceanna Street to Hudson Street, transitioning to the surface and continuing in the 
median of Boston Street to South Conkling Street. 
 
There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median without the need 
to purchase or relocate any residential homes or businesses. As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use. Also, the impact assessments for 
resources along Boston Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the 
project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update for more 
detail). The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued along Boston Street was 
cost. In order to design and construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the 
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project would increase by $210 million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives 
Technical Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 

 

Several comments noted that traffic congestion on Boston Street is a current problem that 
would get worse with a Red Line surface alignment on Boston Street. Traffic analysis for the 
Preferred Alternative has been updated in support of the FEIS. This analysis for Boston Street is 
summarized in the response below.  
 
Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to a number of 
roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two travel lanes in each direction 
are provided during the peak hour in the peak direction along Boston Street between Hudson 
Street and South Lakewood Avenue. Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there 
are currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times. Under the Preferred Alternative, 
there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for the entire length of Boston 
Street.  

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new turn restrictions and 
removing or installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line alignment 
where the light rail would cross high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles 
provided in the Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS 
and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in for additional information. 

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of Montford Avenue, are 
projected to increase by approximately 33 percent by 2035 and volumes east of Conkling Street 
are projected to increase by 56 percent by 2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes 
along Boston Street are projected to increase by 22 percent north of Montford Avenue and 
increase by 25 percent east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along Boston Street for both 
the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition. The assessment indicated the following 
changes in LOS:  

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak hour (Converted from 
signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM (PM) peak hour 

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street. The assessment indicated 
the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak hour 
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 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as it is converted to a 
signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is converted to a 
signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the implementation of 
Traffic and Transportation Management Plans. Access to local businesses through existing or 
temporary driveways would be provided where possible; however, there may be some instances 
where access cannot be maintained. In these cases, other accommodations would be arranged 
with the property owner. Specific mitigation would be developed during Final Design to 
determine maximum number of lanes closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and 
removal of traffic control devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of 
construction activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.  

 

One reason expressed in several comments received in opposition to the Red Line on Boston 
Street was the loss of on-street parking in their community. 
 
The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of parking spaces along the 
corridor. Currently, there are 239 total parking spaces, 161 full-time and 78 part-time parking 
spaces, along Boston Street between Hudson/Montford to Haven Street. Under the Preferred 
Alternative, 126 parking spaces (both on-street and off-street) would be displaced. For those 
parking spaces that remain along Boston Street, vehicles may be parked 24-hours a day. The 
proposed park-and-ride at the Brewers Hill/Canton Crossing Station could provide temporary 
parking spaces during construction. Refer to Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the Traffic and Parking 
Technical Report for additional information. 
 

 
A response has been prepared for each comment received during the AA/DEIS public review 
and comment period and is presented in Appendix A of the FEIS. For ease of finding a specific 
comment these have been categorized by Agency, Elected Official, Organization, and individuals 
alphabetized by the commenter’s last name or agency/organization representing. An 
alphabetized index is also provided. 
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Agency Comments 
Name ID Number Page Number 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation  1 A-1 

Baltimore City Department of Planning  2 A-2 

Baltimore City Department of Public Works 3 A-4 

Baltimore City Department of Transportation 4 A-5 

Baltimore City Health Department 5 A-7 

Baltimore City Housing Planning and Development 6 A-9 

Baltimore City Housing Planning and Development 7 A-11 

Baltimore City Red Line Coordinator, Danyell Diggs 8 A-12 

Maryland Department of Planning 9 A-14 

Maryland Department of Planning 10 A-15 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 11 A-20 

Elected Official Comments 

Name ID Number Page Number 

Carter, Jill - Maryland State Delegate 12 A-24 

Cole, William - Baltimore City Councilmember 13 A-25 

Cummings, Elijah – U.S. Congressman (by Madhur Bansal) 14 A-26 

Cummings, Elijah – U.S. Congressman (by Lucinda Lessley) 15 A-28 

Cummings, Elijah – U.S. Congressman (by Darryl Yates) 16 A-29 

Dixon, Sheila - City of Baltimore Mayor 17 A-31 

Holton, Helen L. - Baltimore City Councilmember 18 A-37 

Holton, Helen L. - Baltimore City Councilmember 19 A-40 

Kraft, James - Baltimore City Councilmember 20 A-42 

Oaks, Nathaniel - Maryland State Delegate 21 A-44 

41st Legislative District - Maryland General Assembly, Jill P. Carter, Lisa A. Gladden, Nathaniel T. 
Oaks, Samuel I. Rosenberg 

22 A-45 

Organization Comments 

Name ID Number Page Number 

The ACI Group 23 A-47 

American Civil Liberties Union of Maryland 24 A-49 
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American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees 25 A-51 

American Institute of Architects, Baltimore 26 A-52 

Anchorage Homeowners Association, Inc. 27 A-53 

Anchorage Tower Condominium Association 28 A-54 

The Arc of Baltimore 29 A-58 

Baltimore Area Convention and Visitors Association 30 A-60 

Baltimore Area Convention and Visitors Association 31 A-61  

Baltimore Building and Construction Trades Council 32 A-63 

Baltimore City Community College 33 A-64 

Baltimore Development Corporation 34 A-66 

Baltimore Development Corporation 35 A-68 

Baltimore Heritage, Inc. 36 A-70 

Baltimoreans Against Disability Discrimination 37 A-71 

The Baltimore Life Companies 38 A-72 

Baltimore Office of Promotion & the Arts 39 A-73 

Baltimore Workforce Investment Board 40 A-74 

B’More Mobile 41 A-76 

Canton Community Association 42 A-79 

Canton Square Homeowners Association 43 A-83 

Canton Square Homeowners Association 44 A-84 

Catholic Relief Services 45 A-86 

Central Church of Christ 46 A-87 

Central Maryland Transportation Alliance (by Brian O’Malley) 47 A-88 

Central Maryland Transportation Alliance (by Scot Spencer) 48 A-90 

Charles Street Development Corporation 49 A-91 

Chesapeake Bay Foundation 50 A-92 

Citizens Advisory Council 51 A-93 

Citizen’s Planning and Housing Administration 52 A-99 

City Center LLC 53 A-101 

Cookley Community Baptist Church 54 A-102 

Development Advisory Committee 55 A-103 

Doracon Development, LLC 56 A-105 

Downtown Partnership of Baltimore, Inc. 57 A-106 
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Edgewood Neighborhood Association 58 A-107 

Edmonson Village Community Association 59 A-110 

Edmonson Village Community Association 60 A-111 

Emerging Technology Centers 61 A-112 

Evergreen Protective Association 62 A-113 

Fells Point Community Organization 63 A-115 

Fells Point Development Corporation 64 A-116 

Fells Point Task Force 65 A-117 

Fells Prospect Community Association 66 A-123 

The Franklintown Community Association 67 A-125 

Greater Baltimore Committee 68 A-127 

Greater Baltimore Urban League 69 A-129 

Greater WestHills Association 70 A-130 

Greater WestHills Association 71 A-132 

Greektown CDC 72 A-134 

Gwynns Falls Trail Council 73 A-135 

[Gwynns] Falls Trail Council 74 A-137 

Gwynns Falls Watershed Association 75 A-139 

H&S Bakery, Inc. 76 A-142 

H&S Properties Development Corp. 77 A-143 

Hale Properties 78 A-144 

Hale Properties 79 A-145 

Hippodrome Hatters 80 A-146 

Hunting Ridge Community Assembly, Inc. 81 A-147 

Hunting Ridge Community Assembly, Inc. 82 A-148 

Hybrid Development Group, LLC 83 A-150 

International Association of Bridge, Structural and Ornamental Ironworkers Local Union No. 16 84 A-152 

International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 37 85 A-154 

Irvington Community Association 86 A-155 

Job Opportunities Task Force 87 A-156  

Job Opportunities Task Force 88 A-157 

Johns Hopkins Medicine 89 A-158 

Johns Hopkins Medicine Bayview Medical Center 90 A-160 
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Johns Hopkins Real Estate 91 A-162 

Johns Hopkins Real Estate 92 A-164 

Kernan Orthopedics and Rehabilitation 93 A-166 

Laborers Local 710 94 A-167 

La Cité Development 95 A-169 

Lafayette Square Association in Harlem Park Community 96 A-170 

League of Women Voters 97 A-171 

Legg Mason 98 A-172  

Litecast, LLC 99 A-173 

Litecast, LLC 100 A-174 

Living Classrooms Foundation 101 A-175 

Lyndhurst Community Association 102 A-176 

Mahogany, Inc. 103 A-177 

Mahogany, Inc. 104 A-178 

Mahogany, Inc. 105 A-179 

Marketplace at Fells Point 106 A-180 

Marriott Hotels & Resorts 107 A-181 

Maryland Minority Contractors 108 A-182 

Maryland PIRG 109 A-184 

Maryland Science Center 110 A-185 

The Mayor’s Bicycle Advisory Committee 111 A-186 

McDaniel College 112 A-190 

Mercy Medical Center 113 A-191 

Metropolitan Baltimore Council, AFL-CIO Unions 114 A-193 

Mid-Atlantic Regional Council of Carpenters 115 A-195 

Miles & Stockbridge, P.C. 116 A-197 

Mt. Holly-Saratoga-Mulberry-Lyndhurst Community Association 117 A-199 

National Academy Foundation High School 118 A-202 

Neighborhood Organization Works 119 A-203 

North Shore at Canton, Inc. 120 A-206 

Obrecht Commercial Real Estate, Inc. 121 A-207 

Old Goucher Business Alliance 122 A-208 

One Less Car 123 A-210 
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Parks & People Foundation 124 A-212 

Pennoni Associates 125 A-215 

PHH Arval 126 A-216 

Progressive Maryland 127 A-217 

Riggs, Counselman, Michaels & Downes, Inc. 128 A-218 

Riggs, Counselman, Michaels & Downes, Inc. 129 A-219 

Rognel Heights Community Association 130 A-220 

Rognel Heights Community Association (by Don Sherrod) 131 A-221 

Rognel Heights Community Association (by Don Sherrod) 132 A-222 

Rognel Heights Community Association (by Don Sherrod) 133 A-224 

Rognel Heights Community Association (by Don Sherrod) 134 A-226 

Rognel Heights Community Association (by Don Sherrod) 135 A-228  

SB & Company, LLC 136 A-230 

SB & Company, LLC 137 A-231 

Security Square Associates 138 A-232 

Security Square Mall 139 A-233 

Security West Building Owners 140 A-235 

Southwest Development Committee 141 A-236 

Southwest Better Community Association 142 A-238 

Southwest Better Neighborhood Association, Inc. 143 A-242 

Struever Bros. Eccles & Rouse 144 A-245 

Ten Hills Community Association 145 A-246 

Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore (by Edward Cohen) 146 A-249 

Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore (by Edward Cohen) 147 A-251 

Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore (by Edward Cohen) 148 A-253 

Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore (by Edward Cohen) 149 A-255  

Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore (by Christopher Field) 150 A-257 

Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore (by Christopher Field) 151 A-259 

Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore (by Christopher Field) 152 A-261 

Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore (by Christopher Field) 153 A-263 

United Steel Workers 154 A-273  

University of Maryland, Baltimore County 155  A-275 

University of Maryland Medical System 156 A-276 
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Uplands Community Association 157 A-278 

The Walters Art Museum 158 A-280 

Waterfront Coalition 159 A-281 

Waterfront Partnership of Baltimore, Inc. 160 A-286 

Westview Park Community Association 161 A-287 

1st Mariner Arena 162 A-290 

02 Financial, LLC 163 A-291 

1199 SEIU United Healthcare Workers East 164 A-292 

Individual Comments 

Name ID Number Page Number 

Individual comments are listed alphabetically, by last name 165 - 723 A-293 – A-1,093 

Petitions 

Name ID Number Page Number 

Petitions are listed alphabetically, by organization name 724 - 729 A-1,094 – A-1,157 
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 A-1 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

 

The Effects Determination Report, prepared in accordance with Section 
800.11(e), and the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement have been 
completed for the Red Line project. Refer to the Section 106 Effects 
Technical Assessment and the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement 
included in the Appendices of the FEIS. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line does not include surface light rail 
on Central Avenue.  The Preferred Alternative would be underneath Fleet 
Street as it crosses beneath Central Avenue.  The Harbor East Station would 
be located east of Central Avenue between Central Avenue and Eden Street.   
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

The MTA received the Health Impact Assessment Report submitted as part 
of the Mayor’s comments on the AA/DEIS. The recommendations from the 
City of Baltimore Health Department are being included in design decisions 
and will be included in construction activities. 
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12               MS. NICOLE EARLE:  Good afternoon.  Nicole 
13   Earle.  First name, N-I-C-O-L-E.  Last name is Earle, 
14   E-A-R-L-E.  I'm here on behalf of the Baltimore Housing 
15   Planning and Development.  I'm the Project Manager for 
16   the Uplands Development.  That's being done on Route 40 
17   and Edmondson Avenue. 
18               Edmondson Avenue is going to become a great 
19   corridor for a transit oriented development which the 
20   Red Line will provide.  The Uplands Development is 
21   going to be over an 1,100 unit, mixed-income 
1   neighborhood which is going to be a great asset.  It 
2   will provide different housing types from rental 
3   opportunities to for-sale opportunities, townhouses, 
4   condos, single-family, community center, some 
5   commercial retail possibly. 
6               We're looking at the Red Line as a great 
7   asset to this development.  With the Red Line and with 
8   this development that we're planning, this is going to 
9   be one of the model community development activities on 
10   the East Coast.  It will make this a totally wonderful 
11   opportunity for residents to be in Baltimore and have 
12   housing opportunities like they would in the suburban 
13   areas and be able to be in the city.  With the Red Line 
14   on Edmondson Avenue, with a stop in or close to 
15   Uplands, will provide folks the opportunity to travel 
16   to the central area for work opportunities, for play 
17   opportunities, for educational opportunities, and also 
18   to be able to go to the surrounding areas as well. 
19               So we're looking at this transit 
20   development with a Red Line stop close to Uplands, 
21   hopefully, as a great asset.  We're in total support of 
1   the development.  I was fortunate to go on one of the 
2   tours to one of the states.  We went to Portland to see 
3   what they were doing there.  It provided an opportunity 
4   to see how it can be done and how it can be done well. 
5               I know that several community members have 
6   concerns, as they should.  But what that trip showed is 
7   that there is a good way to do it.  There are models, 

Baltimore City Housing Planning and Development’s comments are 
located under IDs 6 and 7; the responses to these comments are combined 
below.  
 
The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
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8   there are best practices that Baltimore City and the 
9   state can take and implement in Baltimore.  Yes, there 
10   are obvious lessons to be learned from how it was done 
11   in the past.  But I am sure that with the best 
12   practices that we've learned in Portland and several 
13   other cities that we visited, we can do it right and 
14   make this city and make the Uplands development a great 
15   opportunity and living option for our residents. 
16               What I'd just advise the different 
17   communities, whether it be in Edmondson Village and all 
18   the surrounding areas, and all the other areas the Red 
19   Line might go through, is get engaged.  This is an 
20   opportunity for community residents, as I learned in 
21   Portland, to get involved in the process.  Voice your 
1   concerns.  Voice your needs and they can be met. 
2               So it's not to say stop this, it's a bad 
3   thing.  It's going to be a detriment.  Figure out what 
4   it is that you need and voice your concerns.  Get 
5   involved in the process.  It can only be a positive. 
6               So I'm completely for it.  I see that my 
7   time is up.  Good luck.  Get it done.  Let's go.  It's 
8 a great project.

Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Preferred Alternative was selected with tunnel segments in the most 
congested surface areas in the corridor, where there was not a viable 
surface option. 



ID 7:  Baltimore City Housing Planning and Development  December 2012 

  

 

  Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 
A-11 

  

 



ID 8:  Baltimore City Red Line Coordinator, Danyell Diggs  December 2012 

  

 

  Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 
A-12 

4               MS. DANYELL DIGGS:  Sure.  Good morning. 
5   My name is Danyell Diggs, D-A-N-Y-E-L-L, Diggs, 
6   D-I-G-G-S.  Address is 417 East Fayette Street, 
7   Baltimore, Maryland.  And I'm standing, I'm here as a 
8   city's Red Line coordinator.  The Red Line transit 
9   project is the most important transportation project in 
10   our region and for our generation.  It is the next leg 
11   of our Baltimore region rail system plan and will tie 
12   together several rail transit lines we already had in 
13   Baltimore. 
14               But one of the things I want to talk about 
15   is if we just, if what we just get from the Red Line is 
16   just a transportation project, then we haven't did our 
17   job as a city.  The Red Line will spur neighborhood 
18   revitalization in Uplands, Poppletown and Greektown. 
19   It will connect our economic centers, like the 
20   University of Maryland Medical Center and Johns Hopkins 
21   Bayview. 
1               The Red Line is an opportunity to create 
2   thousands of jobs and millions of dollars in economic 
3   opportunity for the local minority and women in 
4   businesses.  And it is an opportunity to train the next 
5   generation of architects, engineers, electricians, and 
6   carpenters on a project that will pass right through 
7   their neighborhood. 
8               The Red Line is an opportunity to make 
9   Baltimore cleaner and greener as a new transit riders 
10   leave their cars at home and reduce the number of 
11   diesel spewing buses from neighborhoods in east and 
12   west Baltimore.  They suffer right now from the highest 
13   rates of asthma in the state.  We can create new and 
14   green infrastructure with trees and landscaping and 
15   repair water and sewer lines and better stormwater 
16   management practices. 
17               Now, we know this Red Line project is going 
18   to be very challenging.  And we know that there will be 
19   construction impacts, noise, dust, vibration, changes 
20   in traffic and parking patterns and disruption in small 
21   business owners and neighborhoods.  That's going to 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
With the submission of  the City of Baltimore’s comment, which included 
copies of the Red Line Community Compact and the Health Impact 
Assessment, during the AA/DEIS comment period these documents became 
part of the official project record. 
 



ID 8:  Baltimore City Red Line Coordinator, Danyell Diggs  December 2012 

  

 

  Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 
A-13 

1   happen.  But the real challenge is to mitigate these 
2   impacts and to turn them into opportunities to improve 
3   our communities. 
4               The City of Baltimore is pleased that more 
5   than 60 communities, civic businesses, institutions and 
6   partners have signed on the Red Line Community Compact 
7   which serves as a guide for moving forward with this 
8   project.  And we would like to ask that the Red Line 
9   Community Compact be formally entered into the public 
10   hearing recorded on the Draft Environmental Impact 
11   Statement.  Thank you. 
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Maryland Department of Planning comments are located under IDs 9 and 
10; the responses to these comments are combined below.  
 
Comments from the various state agencies and City of Baltimore are 
acknowledged. Listed below are responses to the various comments 
received.  

The MTA acknowledges there will be no taking of real property from the 
University System of Maryland without prior consultation with the 
University of Maryland Medical System and the University of Maryland.   

The MTA will maintain communication with the Maryland Department of 
Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS) relative to the acquisition of 
any DPSCS-owned land.   

Transit Supportive Land Use Patterns, Policies and Programs 

The specific comments on land use and TOD in the DEIS are noted.  Data 
and information on land use and TOD have been updated and are included 
in the FEIS in Chapter 5.  Additionally, a land use and TOD template was 
prepared and submitted to the FTA as part of the New Starts Application to 
enter PE/FEIS.  This New Starts land use template included information on 
many of the State and local land use initiatives mentioned in the comments. 
The Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) Analysis includes updated 
information on TOD within the Red Line project study corridor.  Both 
positive and negative effects to land use are included in the ICE Analysis.  
The ICE Analysis may be found in Chapter 5 of the FEIS.   

Environmental Justice 

Chapter 5 of the FEIS includes an evaluation of both positive and negative 
potential effects, as well as mitigation strategies for impacts to 
Environmental Justice populations.  
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Other Comments 

The project schedule can be found on the Red Line project website 
(www.baltimoreredline.com).  

Updated information on jobs in the project study corridor can be found in 
Chapter 5 of the FEIS.   

Updated information on planned and programmed transportation 
improvements in the project study corridor is included in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS under the description of the No-Build Alternative.  

The FEIS documents that bicycle parking would be provided at Red Line 
stations.   

 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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The EPA comments are noted that the DEIS is complete and rated LO-1. Also 
noted are EPA’s comments on seeking mitigation for environmental impacts 
identified with a proposed action (the Preferred Alternative). EPA 
comments that Environmental Justice analysis in the DEIS was thorough are 
noted.  

The Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) analysis has been revised in 
response to EPA’s comments.  A complete list of planned development and 
transportation projects within the ICE boundary has been included. The ICE 
boundary has been defined and is shown on a map. The complete ICE 
analysis, including a detailed discussion of the potential indirect and 
cumulative effects, is included in the ICE Technical Report and a summary is 
provided in Chapter 5.24 of the FEIS.    
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6               MS. JILL CARTER:  Good morning.  My name is 
7   Jill Carter . 
8               I am a state delegate that represents the 
9   41st District in Baltimore.  J‐I‐L‐L  C‐A‐R‐T‐E‐R. 
10   First, let me say that I'm proud to be here to 
11   represent such a pro‐active community that's here to 
12   determine what is going to happen in terms of the 
13   future of transportation to affect our neighborhoods 
14   and impact the entire city and county. 
15               I think that I'm here, as you are, to 
16   listen to the will of the people and what we're hoping 
17   and having trust in is that the concerns will be 
18   addressed, they will be met, and that these hearings 
19   are not an exercise in futility but will actually 
20   determine the path that we will go on in terms of the 
21   Red Line. 
1               The good citizens that live in this area 
2   have expended their tax dollars for years and years and 
3   seen a lot of the gains downtown and other areas of the 
4   city but very few gains here in this neighborhood, 
5   these neighborhoods.  I think that I've been to a lot 
6   of community meetings and so I know there is a 
7   diversity of opinion about what should happen, but I 
8   think that the number one compelling issue is that we 
9   focus on not the expense of what the transition will 
10   cost, not the expense of it, but what's going to be 
11   best for the people that live in these neighborhoods. 
12               Not what's going to be best for the people 
13   who want to come outside of the city and into the city 
14   to work or whatever, for pleasure, but what is going to 
15   be the best for the people that actually live in these 
16   communities. 
17               And so, I just want to further express that 
18   following the hearings and once I have heard from 
19   everyone as you will, I will be submitting to you a 
20   position statement and I believe be joined with, and 
21   Delegate Oaks is here too, and I'm sure he's going to 
1   say something, but we will, you know, be submitting, as 
2   a delegation, a position paper, on what we think that you should do.  Thank you.

MTA  acknowledges  that Ms.  Carter  attended  the  hearing  to  listen  to  the 
concerns of her constituents and will continue  to express her  input  to  the 
MTA. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels  under  downtown  Baltimore  and  Cooks  Lane,  primarily  surface  in 
other  portions  of  the  corridor,  and  a  limited  amount  of  aerial  structure.  
Since 2009,  refinements and enhancements  to  the 2009  Locally Preferred 
Alternative  have  been made  based  upon  further  environmental  analysis, 
engineering,  cost  estimating,  geotechnical  investigation,  input  from 
stakeholders,  and  the  public  involvement  program.    Some  of  these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through  the  Security  Square Mall  property,  alignment  along  I‐70  and  the 
highway ramp from I‐70 westbound to I‐695 northbound, slight extension of 
the  Cooks  Lane  tunnel,  new  alignment  along  Franklintown  Road,  tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right‐of‐way over 
I‐895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview  Campus.    These  refinements  along  with  the  decrease  from  20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in  the  FEIS.  A  description  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  can  be  found  in 
Chapter 2 of  the FEIS.   An evaluation of  the Alternatives which  led  to  the 
Preferred Alternative can be found  in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.   The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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4               MS. MADHUR BANSAL:  Hello.  My name is 
5   Madhur Bansal.  M‐A‐D‐H‐U‐R.  Last name Bansal, 
6   B‐A‐N‐S‐A‐L.  I'm here on behalf of Congressman Elijah 
7   Cummings.  We wrote this letter regarding his position 
8   on the Red Line which is addressed to Secretary John 
9   Porcari. 
10               Dear Secretary Porcari, I write today to 
11   comment on proposed Red Line transit project.  This 
12   extremely critical project will connect East and West 
13   Baltimore and offer not only the citizens of my 
14   district, but the entire City of Baltimore and the 
15   surrounding region, a critical new public transit 
16   service that promises to improve mobility in the heart 
17   of Baltimore. 
18               As you are aware, I've worked to secure as 
19   much federal funding as possible for this project, and 
20   I will seek authorization for the project, and 
21   additional federal funding for it, in the next 
1   transportation authorization as it is developed in 
2   2009. 
3               I feel that this project will offer our 
4   region a once in a lifetime opportunity to reduce 
5   congestion and dramatically increase the effectiveness 
6   and efficiency of our entire transportation network in 
7   a manner that minimizes environmental impacts. 
8               Like many residents throughout Baltimore, I 
9   look forward to learning additional specific details of 
10   the proposed alignments now under consideration. 
11   However, I'm confident that the benefits this project 
12   will bring to Baltimore will greatly outweigh the 
13   inconveniences that may experienced as the project is 
14   constructed. 
15               A world class transportation system is 
16   essential to the livelihood of our communities and the 
17   mobility of the State of Maryland as a whole.  I 
18   encourage all of our local, state and federal 
19   stakeholders to carefully listen to the public comments 
20   offered by local residents to ensure that the alignment 
21   finally chosen truly meets all of the mobility and 

The  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  the  FEIS  improves  transit  in  the 
Baltimore  Region,  as  your  comment  recommends.    The  Preferred 
Alternative  is  a  light  rail  transit  line,  with  tunnels  under  downtown 
Baltimore  and  Cooks  Lane,  primarily  surface  in  other  portions  of  the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and  enhancements  to  the  2009  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  have  been 
made  based  upon  further  environmental  analysis,  engineering,  cost 
estimating,  geotechnical  investigation,  input  from  stakeholders,  and  the 
public  involvement  program.    Some  of  these  refinements  include  new 
alignment  along  Security  Boulevard  as  opposed  to  through  the  Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I‐70 and the highway ramp from I‐70 
westbound to I‐695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new  alignment  along  Franklintown  Road,  tunnel  under  Fremont  Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right‐of‐way over I‐895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview  Medical  Center,  and  new  alignment  on  the  Bayview  Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have  resulted  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  the  FEIS.  A 
description of  the Preferred Alternative  can be  found  in Chapter 2 of  the 
FEIS.    An  evaluation  of  the  Alternatives  which  led  to  the  Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets  the  project  purpose  and  need  and  also  is  consistent  with  your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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1   economic development needs of our region.  I would also 
2   ask that the residents of this area remain patient and 
3   optimistic as the final details are assembled. 
4               I applaud Mayor Sheila Dixon, and all of 
5   the city and state transportation officials, for their 
6   hard work on this project.  I look forward to working 
7   with everyone involved to make this opportunity a 
8   reality for Baltimore.  Thank you. 
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19               MS. LUCINDA LESSLEY:  Hi, I'm Lucinda 
20   Lesley, L‐U‐C‐I‐N‐D‐A, L‐E‐S‐S‐L‐E‐Y.  I actually 
21   represent Congressman Cummings. His address is at 1010 
1   Park Avenue.  I want everybody to understand I've heard 
2   the comments that have been made here and will convey 
3   them to the congressman.  There's a letter that he's 
4   submitting for the record, which I will read into the 
5   record today. 
6               Dear Secretary Porcari, I write today to 
7   comment on the proposed Red Line transit project.  This 
8   project will connect east and west Baltimore and offer 
9   not only the citizens of my district but the entire 
10   city of Baltimore and the surrounding region a new 
11   public transit service that promises to improve 
12   mobility in the heart of Baltimore. 
13               As you are aware, I have worked to secure 
14   as much federal funding as possible for this project 
15   and I will seek authorization for the project and 
16   additional federal funding for it in the next Federal 
17   Transportation Authorization as is developed in 2009. 
18   I feel that this project will offer our region an 
19   opportunity to reduce congestion and dramatically 
20   increase the effectiveness and efficiency of our 
21   transportation network in a manner that minimizes 
1   environmental impacts.  A world class transportation 
2   system is essential to the livelihood of our 
3   communities and the mobility of the State of Maryland 
4   as a whole. 
5               I encourage all of our local state and 
6   federal stakeholders to carefully listen to the public 
7   comments offered by local residents to ensure that the 
8   alignment finally chosen truly meets all of the 
9   mobility and economic development needs of our region. 
10   I ask all of the residents of this area remain patient 
11   and optimistic as the final details are assembled, and 
12   I urge the MTA to give primary importance to hearing 
13   the comments of the community. 
14               I applaud Mayor Sheila Dixon and all of the 
15   city and state transportation officials for their work 
16   on this project and I look forward to working with all 
17   to make this opportunity a reality for Baltimore.  Thank you. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  the  FEIS  improves  transit  in  the 
Baltimore  Region,  as  your  comment  recommends.    The  Preferred 
Alternative  is  a  light  rail  transit  line,  with  tunnels  under  downtown 
Baltimore  and  Cooks  Lane,  primarily  surface  in  other  portions  of  the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and  enhancements  to  the  2009  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  have  been 
made  based  upon  further  environmental  analysis,  engineering,  cost 
estimating,  geotechnical  investigation,  input  from  stakeholders,  and  the 
public  involvement  program.    Some  of  these  refinements  include  new 
alignment  along  Security  Boulevard  as  opposed  to  through  the  Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I‐70 and the highway ramp from I‐70 
westbound to I‐695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new  alignment  along  Franklintown  Road,  tunnel  under  Fremont  Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right‐of‐way over I‐895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview  Medical  Center,  and  new  alignment  on  the  Bayview  Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have  resulted  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  the  FEIS.  A 
description of  the Preferred Alternative  can be  found  in Chapter 2 of  the 
FEIS.    An  evaluation  of  the  Alternatives  which  led  to  the  Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets  the  project  purpose  and  need  and  also  is  consistent  with  your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 



ID 16:  Cummings, Elijah – U.S. Congressman (by Darryl Yates)    December 2012 

   

 

  A‐29  Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

20               MR. DARRYL YATES:  Good evening, everyone. 
21   I'm good to go.  Can everybody hear me?  Okay.  Good 
1   evening, everyone.  My name is Darryl Yates and I'm 
2   from the office of Elijah E.  Cummings and I'll be 
3   reading a letter on his behalf.  The name is Darryl, 
4   D‐A‐R‐R‐Y‐L, last name Yates, Y‐A‐T‐E‐S. 
5               I write today to comment on the proposed 
6   Red Line transit project.  This extremely critical 
7   project will connect East and West Baltimore and offer 
8   not only the citizens of my district, but the entire 
9   city of Baltimore and its surrounding region a critical 
10   new public transit service that promises to improve 
11   mobility in the heart of Baltimore. 
12               As you are aware, I have worked to secure 
13   as much federal funding as possible for this project 
14   and I will seek authorization for the project and 
15   additional federal funding for it in the next federal 
16   transportation authorization as it is developed in 
17   2009. 
18               Like many residents throughout Baltimore, I 
19   look forward to learning additional specific details of 
20   the proposed alignments now under consideration. 
21   However, I feel that this project will offer our region 
1   a once‐in‐a‐lifetime opportunity to reduce congestion 
2   and dramatically increase the effectiveness and the 
3   efficiency of our entire transportation network in a 
4   manner that minimizes environmental impacts. 
5               A world class transportation system is 
6   essential to the livelihood of our communities and the 
7   mobility of the State of Maryland as a whole.  I 
8   encourage all of our local, state and federal stake 
9   holders to carefully listen to the public comments 
10   offered by local residents to ensure that the alignment 
11   finally chosen truly meets all of the mobility and 
12   economic development needs of our region. 
13               I would also ask that the residents of this 
14   area remain patient and optimistic as the final details 

The  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  the  FEIS  improves  transit  in  the 
Baltimore  Region,  as  your  comment  recommends.    The  Preferred 
Alternative  is  a  light  rail  transit  line,  with  tunnels  under  downtown 
Baltimore  and  Cooks  Lane,  primarily  surface  in  other  portions  of  the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and  enhancements  to  the  2009  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  have  been 
made  based  upon  further  environmental  analysis,  engineering,  cost 
estimating,  geotechnical  investigation,  input  from  stakeholders,  and  the 
public  involvement  program.    Some  of  these  refinements  include  new 
alignment  along  Security  Boulevard  as  opposed  to  through  the  Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I‐70 and the highway ramp from I‐70 
westbound to I‐695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new  alignment  along  Franklintown  Road,  tunnel  under  Fremont  Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right‐of‐way over I‐895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview  Medical  Center,  and  new  alignment  on  the  Bayview  Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have  resulted  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  the  FEIS.  A 
description of  the Preferred Alternative  can be  found  in Chapter 2 of  the 
FEIS.    An  evaluation  of  the  Alternatives  which  led  to  the  Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets  the  project  purpose  and  need  and  also  is  consistent  with  your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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15   are assembled.  I applaud Mayor Sheila Dixon and all of 
16   the city and state transportation officials for their 
17   hard work on this project.  I also applaud the Mayor's 
18   commitment, which I share, to ensuring that this 
19   project benefits local businesses, particularly small 
20   and disadvantaged businesses. 
21               I look forward to working with all of you 
1   to make this opportunity a reality for Baltimore. 
2   Sincerely, Elijah E. Cummings, Member of Congress. 
3   Thank you. 
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Sent: Mon 12/29/2008 9:18 AM 
To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 
 
 

 
December 29, 2008  
Diane Ratcliff 
Director of Planning 
Maryland Transit Administration  
6 St. Paul Street, 9th floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202  
 
Re: Comments on the Red Line Draft Environmental Impact 
Study  
 
Dear Ms. Ratcliff:  
This letter is to confirm and voice Baltimore City’s strong commitment 
and full support for the proposed Red Line Light Rail Alternative 4C. 
As the Mayor of Baltimore City and a resident living along the red line 
corridor, I am confident that this alignment will provide us with a world 
class transportation system as well as generate jobs, present 
economic opportunities and revitalize communities.  
I have attached my comments on the Red Line Draft Environment 
Impact Statement. I ask that you include these comments as well as 
the Community Compact and Health Impact Assessment in the official 
record of the Red Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  
Sincerely,  
 
Mayor Sheila Dixon 

 
 

Community Compact and Health Impact Assessment 
With  the  submission of    the City of Baltimore’s  comment, which  included 
copies  of  the  Red  Line  Community  Compact  and  the  Health  Impact 
Assessment, during the AA/DEIS comment period these documents became 
part of the official project record. 
 
City of Baltimore Statement on Preferred Red Line Alternative 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels  under  downtown  Baltimore  and  Cooks  Lane,  primarily  surface  in 
other  portions  of  the  corridor,  and  a  limited  amount  of  aerial  structure.  
Since 2009,  refinements and enhancements  to  the 2009  Locally Preferred 
Alternative  have  been made  based  upon  further  environmental  analysis, 
engineering,  cost  estimating,  geotechnical  investigation,  input  from 
stakeholders,  and  the  public  involvement  program.    Some  of  these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through  the  Security  Square Mall  property,  alignment  along  I‐70  and  the 
highway ramp from I‐70 westbound to I‐695 northbound, slight extension of 
the  Cooks  Lane  tunnel,  new  alignment  along  Franklintown  Road,  tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right‐of‐way over 
I‐895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview  Campus.    These  refinements  along  with  the  decrease  from  20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in  the  FEIS.  A  description  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  can  be  found  in 
Chapter 2 of  the FEIS.   An evaluation of  the Alternatives which  led  to  the 
Preferred Alternative can be found  in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.   The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 
Not a Single Residential Property Needs to be Acquired for the Project 
The Preferred Alternative will not  require any acquisition of  real property 
that would result  in an  involuntary residential displacement.   The majority 
of  the  Red  Line  would  be  constructed  within  the  public  right‐of‐way; 
however,  there  are  areas  where  the  Red  Line  would  require  additional 
property.   
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City of Baltimore Statement on Preferred Red Line Alternative  
The Red Line Transit Project is the most important transportation project in 
our region and for our generation. It is the next leg of our Baltimore Region 
Rail System Plan and will tie together the several rail transit lines we already 
have in Baltimore; it is an opportunity to reduce travel times for bus riders in 
Edmondson Village and Rosemont, and to help manage the traffic associated 
with tremendous economic growth in places like Fells Point and Canton.  
But if all that we get from the Red Line is a transportation project, then we 
haven’t done our job. The Red Line will spur neighborhood revitalization in 
Uplands, Poppleton, and Greektown; it will connect our economic centers 
like the University of Maryland Medical Center and Johns Hopkins Bayview. 
The Red Line is an opportunity to create thousands of jobs and millions of 
dollars in economic opportunity for local minority- and women-owned 
business; and, it is an opportunity to train the next generation of architects, 
engineers, electricians and carpenters on a project that will pass right through 
their neighborhood.  
 
The Red Line is an opportunity to make Baltimore cleaner and greener as 
new transit riders leave their cars at home. Neighborhoods in East and West 
Baltimore along the line currently suffer from some of the highest rates of 
asthma in the State; the Red Line will reduce the number of cars and the 
number of diesel-spewing buses traveling through these neighborhoods, 
helping residents breathe easier. The Red Line will provide the opportunity 
to create a new green infrastructure with trees and landscaping, and allow us 
to repair water and sewer lines and implement better stormwater 
management practices.  
 
And yet we know that the Red Line is fraught with challenges, too. We know 
that there will be construction impacts – noise, dust, vibration, changes in 
traffic and parking patterns, and, disruptions to small business owners and to 
neighborhoods. The real challenge is to mitigate these impacts and to turn 
them into opportunities to improve our communities. The City of Baltimore 
is pleased that more than 60 community, civic, business, and institutional 
partners have signed on to the Red Line Community Compact, which serves 
as our guide for moving forward with the project. We ask that the Red Line 
Community Compact be formally entered into the public hearing record of 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  

There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of property 
from  some  residential properties adjacent  to and along  the Red Line.  Just 
compensation  will  be  paid  for  all  land  that  is  acquired.  These  partial 
property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership of the 
current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in Appendix 
K of the FEIS.    

Strategic Use of Tunneling 
The Preferred Alternative includes tunnel under Cooks Lane and downtown 
and  does  not  include  a  full  tunnel  under  Edmondson  Avenue  or  Boston 
Street as the comment recommends.  
 
A Brand New Edmondson Avenue 
Improvements will be made to Edmondson Avenue as part of the Red Line 
project.  

Serves Southeast Baltimore’s Growth Corridor 
The Red Line will serve the developments listed in the comment and this will 
also help meet project purpose and need. 

Fleet Street Tunnel 
The  Preferred  Alternative  includes  a  tunnel  under  Fleet  Street  which 
extends to Boston Street near Hudson and Montford Streets.  

Cooks Lane Tunnel‐ Eastern Portal 
The  Cooks  Lane  tunnel  portal  on  Edmondson  Avenue  and  Boston  Street 
tunnel portal have been  located  to maintain  road  access  to  the optimum 
feasible level.  

Univertisty of Maryland Biopark 
The  Poppleton  Station  has  been  moved  south  as  part  of  the  tunnel 
alignment under Fremont Avenue. 
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City’s Preferred Alternative: Alignment 4C (with modifications)  
The City of Baltimore prefers that the Maryland Transit Administration 
select and implement Alternative 4C with modifications outlined below. 
Alternative 4C is responsive to many of the concerns raised by communities 
along the corridor and is fiscally-responsible in the context of the federal 
New Starts program. Many details remain to be worked out during the 
Preliminary Engineering and Final Design stages of the project, but we 
believe that Alternative 4C stands out as the best, most practical for the 
following reasons:  
 
Not a single residential property needs to be acquired for the project. A 
great scar on our City is the former Interstate 70, which displaced more than 
1,400 residents in West Baltimore in the 1970s. We are incredibly sensitive 
to the pain caused by that decision and have pledged that we will not support 
the “taking” of any residential properties along the alignment. In addition, 
non-residential acquisitions are minimal for this Alternative. Of the 9 non-
residential acquisitions required, 6 are owned by City or State agencies. 
Baltimore City pledges to make these properties available to the project at no 
cost or relocation expense.  
 
Strategic use of tunneling. By placing tunnels strategically under Cooks 
Lane and under downtown to the eastern edge of Fells Point, Alternative 4C 
overcomes some of the most difficult traffic engineering obstacles in the 
corridor, limits property and construction impacts, and makes travel times 
attractive to choice transit riders in the corridor. While the City would, of 
course, prefer to have a tunnel under Edmondson Avenue and Boston Street, 
we recognize that the costs of such tunnels do not nearly equate to the 
ridership or travel time benefits.  
 
A brand new Edmondson Avenue. When I-70 was not built through Leakin 
Park and Edmondson Village, but stub sections remained on both ends of the 
alignment, communities along Edmondson Avenue took on the brunt of the 
traffic and disruption, with relatively little benefit. Thousands of cars pour 
through Edmondson Avenue every day, but very few people stop along the 
way. A surface alignment along Edmondson Avenue provides an opportunity 
to reclaim the street for the neighborhoods of Edmondson 

Poppleton Area Station 
The  Harlem  Park  station  would  be  located  in  the  lower  level  of  US  40 
between Calhoun and Carey Streets. 

Charles Center 
A pedestrian tunnel between the Charles Center Metro Station and the Red 
Line Inner Harbor Station is included as part of the Preferred Alternative.  

The Yellow Line would be a separate project from the Red Line. The Yellow 
Line would be able to be accommodated with the current profile of the Red 
Line.  The  Yellow  Line would be  accommodated  at  a  lower  elevation  than 
both  the  existing Metro  tunnel  under Baltimore  Street,  and  the Red  Line 
under Lombard Street. 

Lombard Street Tunnel and Station Entrances 
The Government Center /  Inner Harbor Station as defined  in the DEIS, has 
been removed from the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Edmondson Village 
In working with  the Station Area Advisory Committee, a mid‐block  station 
location was selected between Swann and Athol Avenues. An off‐street bus 
transfer facility at Edmonson Village is not part of the Red Line project.  
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Village. Under Alternative 4C, travel lanes would be narrowed, full-time 
parking would be provided at all hours of the day, and new pedestrian safety 
measures would be installed. All of this can be done within the existing 
public right-of-way, although temporary construction easements may be 
required. Alternative 4C also assumes that Edmondson Avenue would be 
fully reconstructed with a new roadbed, new streetlight poles and other 
utilities, new curb and sidewalk, and other streetscaping features. Taken 
together, these improvements will create a brand new Edmondson Avenue. 
 
Serves Southeast Baltimore’s growth corridor. The area between 
President Street and I-95 to the east represents Baltimore’s fastest growing 
area. New developments are going up at Harbor East, Harbor Point, Fells 
Point, Brewer’s Hill, Canton Crossing, Greektown and the Johns Hopkins 
Bayview campus. Assuming only half of the planned development occurs by 
2012, 22 of the 34 critical intersections in the corridor will fall to a failing 
Level of Service without any transportation capacity improvements. The City 
is putting in place a number of traffic mitigation strategies including shuttle 
buses, bicycle lanes, etc., to maintain existing  
 
LOS through 2012; however, without a major transportation capacity 
investment like the Red Line, the area will be unable to accommodate 
significant new development which is otherwise permitted by law.  
 
Modifications to Alternative 4C  
While Alternative 4C is a very attractive alternative, there are a few small 
adjustments which should be made when developing the Locally Preferred 
Alternative. These recommendations respond to concerns raised by 
communities in the corridor and will help to capture the full ridership and 
community revitalization benefits of the Red Line:  
 
Fleet Street Tunnel. We support the request by the Fells Point Development 
Corporation and other area organizations to have the eastern tunnel traverse 
Fleet Street rather than Aliceanna, particularly once east of Central Avenue. 
(The City supports a station at Aliceanna and Central in order to best serve 
the Harbor East and Harbor Point developments.) Under this modification, 
there would be a station at Fleet Street and Broadway and a portal to Boston 
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Street near Fleet Street and Chester Street. By having the portal at Fleet and 
Chester, it then may be possible to have a surface station within a 
comfortable walking distance of Patterson Park and the communities 
immediately to its west. Should funds permit, the City’s preference would be 
to extend the Fleet Street Tunnel to Boston Street near Montford Avenue and 
the American Can Company (Portal “N”).  
 
Cooks Lane Tunnel – Eastern Portal – In the case of the Cooks Lane 
tunnel, the tunnel portal needs to be designed in such a way as to not conflict 
with the circulation patterns of the Hunting Ridge neighborhood and planned 
redevelopment of Uplands; the Boston Street tunnel portal needs to be 
designed in such a manner as to limit neighborhood disruption and business 
interruption.  
 
University of Maryland Biopark. We urge that the portal on the west side 
of Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard be put as far south as possible so as to 
allow for a surface station near MLK and Baltimore Street, allowing for a 
close connection to the University of Maryland Biopark.  
 
Poppleton Area Station. In order to capture synergy with the planned 
Poppleton redevelopment, we urge that the station in the lower level of US 
40 be aligned with Carey Street.  
 
Charles Center. In order to achieve the vision of the Baltimore Region Rail 
System Plan, the greatest care must be given to achieve a high quality 
transfer between the Red Line and the Green Line at Charles Center. This 
can be achieved with a pedestrian tunnel with moving walkways that is 
designed in such a way to ultimately allow for the Yellow Line to run 
perpendicular to the Red and Green Lines.  
 
Lombard Street tunnel and station entrances. In order to align with the 
City’s Pratt Street initiative, we urge that station entrances be as near as 
possible to Pratt Street at the Convention Center and at Government 
Center/Inner Harbor. 
 
Edmondson Village – We urge MTA to work closely with Pennrose 
Properties, the Southwest Development Committee and the various 
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community organizations near the Edmondson Village station to carefully 
place the surface station in such a manner so as to support the Uplands 
redevelopment plan. Quality urban design, strong safety and security 
features, and good community connections are of the utmost importance at 
the Edmondson Village station. Further, we are aware of the community 
concerns about a significant bus transfer point at Edmondson Village and 
urge that every precaution be taken to not detract from the revitalization 
projects under development. Adding a major bus transfer point would, in our 
opinion, be detrimental to the ongoing community revitalization efforts. We 
urge that no off-street bus transfer facility be placed at this location.  
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Sent: Mon 1/5/2009 4:36 PM 
To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment

 
Dear Ms. Ratcliff,  
As the City Council representative for the 8th district I am sending 
comments that are the culmination of conversations, discussions and 
correspondence from the people I represent.  The overall sentiment of my 
constituents of the 8th district is for underground tunneling from the I‐70 
park & ride to Hilton St. along the Edmondson Ave corridor. As I have 
studied the DEIS, spoken with representatives from Baltimore City 
Department of Transportation and the MTA, I am convinced more than 
ever that the voices and concerns of the people I represent have been 
ignored, marginalized and disregarded for the years that this study has 
been underway. 

There are several factors that give me grave concern about the favored 
alternative, 4C, that many are supporting outside of the 8th district and I 
will enumerate a few of them: 

        ‐‐ ‐‐ the flawed formula mandated for use by the Federal Transit 
Administration;  
        ‐‐ environmental justice inequities presented by the plan;  
        ‐‐ the West Hills community being left out /excluded from the 
environmental justice thresholds;  
        ‐‐ vehicular access modification from the point of the train coming 
above ground to Hilton St.;  

Helen  L.  Holton’s  comments  are  located  under  IDs  18  and  19;  the 
responses to her comments are combined below.  

The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Cooks Lane. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  is  located  on  the  surface  (at‐grade),  generally 
within  the median of Edmondson Avenue between  the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and  the West Baltimore MARC  station.   There  is adequate  right‐of‐
way  available  to  construct  light  rail  in  the median  without  the  need  to 
purchase  or  relocate  any  residential  homes.    As  such,  an  underground 
alternative  is not needed  to preserve adjacent  land use.   Also,  the  impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative  Technical  Report  –  2012 Update  for more  detail).    In  the 
AA/DEIS,  tunnel  alignments  were  studied  under  Edmondson  Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.    In order to design and 
construct  that portion of  the project underground,  the cost of  the project 
would  increase  by  $525 million  in  year  of  expenditure  dollars.  Refer  to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 

The FTA Office of Civil Rights has reviewed environmental justice and Title VI 
complaints and either dismissed or  found  them  insufficient.   The  FTA has 
not found any violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act or the Community 
Right to Know Act.  
 
In  addition,  Section  5.4  of  the  FEIS  sets  forth  the  detailed  analysis 
performed  to  evaluate  whether  the  Red  Line  would  have  a 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  and  environmental 
effects to minority and low‐income communities that would result from the 
construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative. Since the AA/DEIS 
was  published,  the  MTA  has  continued  extensive  public  outreach  with 
communities  throughout  the  corridor,  updated  the  environmental  justice 
analysis with the 2010 US Census data, and continued coordinating with the 
FTA Office of Civil Rights. Refer to FEIS Chapters 5 and 8. 
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  ‐‐ side streets along Edmondson Ave being adversely impacted by 
ingress/egress access to Edmondson Ave;  
        ‐‐ nothing addressing public safety issues along the entire alignment;  
        ‐‐ not effectively addressing community impact on a heavily used 
pedestrian roadway (Edmondson Ave.).  

These are just some of the deficiencies of this report, there are others that 
would require additional time to sit with representatives of the MTA, the 
citizens and constituents of the 8th district, and myself to discuss at length. 

The fact that the above ground portion of Edmondson Ave in the 8th 
district is the only portion of the entire alignment that is heavily residential 
on both sides of the street and that this seems acceptable to disrupt the 
livelihood of families to preserve other areas along the alignment that 
would better serve above ground. 

Almost none of my constituents support alignment 4C for the Red Line. As I 
have been an advocate for improved mass transit, 4C is not an alignment I 
can support and therefore I stand with the citizens of my district lending our 
voices together from residents to houses of worship to businesses in the 
8th district. 

For the record I would like to say that the following community groups 
listed along with numerous individuals and institutions have expressed their 
concerns and preferences to me regarding the Red Line with a preference 
for underground tunneling or no build: 

  

Overall,  the  Red  Line  would  improve  accessibility  for  all  communities 
including low‐income and minority populations. While some impacts would 
occur within these communities, the impacts of the project on minority and 
low‐income communities are not disproportionately high and adverse, and 
the  project  benefits  these  same  communities  by  providing  improved 
accessibility and faster, more reliable transit. 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue,  three  lanes are provided during  the peak hour  in  the 
peak direction.   Under  the Preferred Alternative  the  three available  lanes 
would be reduced to two  lanes  in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   

Street patterns may be modified  in a number of other ways  including: new 
turn  restrictions,  removing  signals,  closing  some  median  openings,  and 
installing  new  traffic  signals  at  several  intersections  along  the  Red  Line 
alignment  where  the  light  rail  would  cross  the  roadway.  The  plans  and 
profiles provided  in Volume  II of  the  FEIS provide  greater detail on  these 
roadway modifications. 

Traffic  volumes  along  Edmondson  Avenue,  without  the  Red  Line,  are 
projected  to  increase  by  approximately  18%  by  2035. With  the Red  Line, 
traffic volumes are expected  to  remain  relatively unchanged  compared  to 
current  conditions,  due  to  the  reduction  in  lanes  and  capacity  to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels  of  Service  (LOS)  were  evaluated  at  signalized  intersections  along 
Edmondson  Avenue  for  both  the  2035  No‐Build  and  the  2035  Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

• Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

• Edmondson Ave.  at  Swann Ave.  –  From D  (D)  to C  (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 
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West Hills Community  
Hunting Ridge Community  
Lyndhurst Community  
Rognel Heights Community  
Southwest Better Neighborhoods Community  
Irvington Community  

I would be more than happy to further the dialogue to have something we 
all can support and live with.  Thank you.  

Best regards,  

Helen L. Holton  
Councilwoman Helen L. Holton  
Baltimore City Council, 8th District  
City Hall, Room 518  
100 N. Holliday Street  
Baltimore, MD 21202 

• Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C)  during  AM  (PM)  peak  hour  (Converted  from  signalized  to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

• Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

• Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

• Edmondson Ave.  at Hilton  Street  –  From A  to D  during AM  peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized  intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

• US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM  (PM) peak hour as  it  is  converted  to  signalized  intersection  in 
Build year 

 
During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local  businesses  would  be  provided  where  possible  with  existing  or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot  be maintained.    In  these  cases,  other  accommodations would  be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be  closed  during  peak  traffic  hours, maintenance  and  removal  of  traffic 
control  devices,  efficient  traffic  detours,  and  construction  schedule 
restrictions.    A  detailed  outreach  plan  will  be  developed  prior  to 
construction. 

The Red  Line project would  include designated pedestrian  crossings along 
Edmonson Avenue.   The ADA‐compliant crosswalks will have  traffic signals 
with  indications  for  safe  pedestrian  movements.  The  traffic  signals  will 
provide  adequate  time  for pedestrians  to walk  across  the entire width of 
Edmondson Avenue.   Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided  in the 
center of Edmondson Avenue for increased safety.   

Constructing  light rail along the  length of Edmondson Avenue  in  tunnel by 
the cut and cover method, as opposed to tunnel boring, would still be  



ID 19:  Holton, Helen L. ‐ Baltimore City Councilmember    December 2012 

     

 

  A‐40  Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

7               MS. HELEN HOLTON:  Okay.  Good afternoon. 
18   My name is Helen Holton, H‐E‐L‐E‐N, H‐O‐L‐T‐O‐N, 
19   council member for the 8th district, Baltimore City. 
20   My address is 100 North, City Hall, 100 North Holiday 
21   Street, Room 518, Baltimore, Maryland, 21202. 
1               I'm here to comment on the documents and 
2   basically what I'd like to say is that I'm glad that 
3   there's this comment period going on but from my 
4   conversations with constituents in the 8th District, 
5   there's not an alignment that is proposed that is of a 
6   consensus agreement or a majority agreement of the 
7   residents of the 8th district.  And so, I don't support 
8   any of the alignments at this time. 
9               I would hope, as I did participate in one 
10   of the transit tours that took place last month, I went 
11   to Los Angeles and had the opportunity to speak with 
12   MTA representatives there, residents of their Resident 
13   Advisory Council, and also to ride along the line 
14   looking at what they decided were similar venues in 
15   Baltimore.  And I also learned about some alternatives 
16   that I would like to have Maryland MTA look at and 
17   consider.  I understand that the current configuration, 
18   even 4C, is over the projected target cost and so 
19   there's still some adjustments that need to be made to 
20   bring it into the cost containment that we're to be 
21   within. 
1               In L.A., they have done what is called a 
2   covered trench, which is beneath the surface.  It is 
3   not as extensive as tunneling, 50‐60 feet underground. 
4   It still allows you to maintain street surface while 
5   having the line.  I think that one of the things that I 
6   was most impressed with there is that the level of 
7   community involvement in the process.  I will say that 
8   MTA here is doing a better job of seeking to engage the 
9   community but we still need to do more. 
10               There are a lot of people that don't know 
11   about the Red Line, they don't know the ramifications 

significantly more expensive than constructing the surface alignment that is 
presently part of  the Preferred Alternative. The estimate  for  tunnel along 
Edmondson Avenue is $525 Million dollars more than surface.  Although cut 
and cover could potentially decrease the $525 Million dollar cost,  it would 
be  only  a  minor  reduction.  In  addition,  construction  impacts  would  be 
significantly  greater with  cut  and  cover  than with bored  tunnel,  including 
wider limits of disturbance. 

The  Baltimore  Red  Line  planning  study  included  a  comprehensive  public 
involvement  program  that  was  integral  to  the  overall  study  effort.  Public 
involvement activities began  in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct mail 
and e‐mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 homeowners 
and  businesses,  214  associations  and  community  groups,  and  over  1,450 
individual e‐mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA held five sets of 
open houses. From November 2004  to May 2005,  four  rounds of Community 
Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact sheets were mailed to 249 
religious institutions March 2005. Seventy‐eight community meetings were held 
between  September  2005  and March  2008.  In  2006,  the Maryland  General 
Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The 
CAC advised the MTA on impacts, opportunities and community concerns about 
the Baltimore Red Line through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 
2012  seventeen  Station  Area  Advisory  Committees  (SAACs) were  formed  to 
provide  input  on  the  Red  Line  project  development.  Each  of  the  SAACs met 
approximately ten times during that time frame. 
 
Between  project  initiation  and  the  2008  public  hearing,  MTA  developed  9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. Additionally, 
regular (monthly/bi‐monthly) e‐newsletters have been distributed to subscribers 
to  the project’s e‐mail  registry. Throughout planning, project  information was 
made available at 34 resource hubs throughout the project area. MTA also made 
available  a  Red  Line  project  website  (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). 
Downloadable  materials  included  a  map  and  simulation  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative, photos, fliers, e‐newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 
 
Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 
 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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2   or impacts of it.  And I think that we have more work 
13   to do 
14               What my position is at this point is that 
15   the Red Line, through the 8th District, would be 
16   beneath the surface.  I'm not wedded to any modality 
17   beneath the surface but I think that beneath the 
18   surface from the comments, views and opinions that I've 
19   received from constituents in the 8th District is the 
20   overwhelming response that has been received.  And so, 
21   at this point in time, that would be my comment, my 
1   opinion, in terms of the Red Line as it pertains to the 
2   8th District. 
3               I will say I am in support of the Red Line 
4   conceptually, that we do need to improve mass‐transit 
5   transportation with an east‐west line.  I just think 
6   that we have some more work to do before we get to a 
7   place where we have come up with a configuration that 
8   would be most pleasing and reflective of the people, at 
9   least in the 8th District, as it is concerned.  Thank 
10   you. 

In  selecting  the Preferred Alternative  there were many  critical  considerations 
including quality of transit service, projected transit ridership, cost‐effectiveness, 
land  use/transportation  integration,  economic  development  potential, 
environmental  impacts,  impacts  to  communities,  and  public  and  stakeholder 
input.   To meet  the project’s purpose and need,  it was  important  to connect 
people  with  key  activity  centers  such  as  the  Social  Security  Administration, 
University of Maryland downtown, Central Business District, Harbor East, and 
Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center Campus.   Transit connections to MARC 
and existing Metro and Light Rail were also critical to meeting the purpose and 
need. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, with 
input  from  local  governments, most  closely  resembles  Alternative  4C  in  the 
AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with tunnels 
under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions 
of  the  corridor,  and  a  limited  amount  of  aerial  structure.    Since  2009, 
refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have 
been  made  based  upon  further  environmental  analysis,  engineering,  cost 
estimating, geotechnical  investigation,  input  from stakeholders, and  the public 
involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new alignment along 
Security Boulevard as opposed  to  through  the Security Square Mall property, 
alignment  along  I‐70  and  the  highway  ramp  from  I‐70  westbound  to  I‐695 
northbound,  slight  extension of  the Cooks  Lane  tunnel, new  alignment  along 
Franklintown  Road,  tunnel  under  Fremont  Avenue,  new  aerial  from  Norfolk 
Southern  right‐of‐way over  I‐895  to  Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, 
and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the 
decrease  from  20  stations  to  19  stations,  have  resulted  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can 
be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to 
the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  includes  a  tunnel  under  Fleet  Street.  The  tunnel 
extends  to  Hudson  Street  in  the  Canton  area.  The  Preferred  Alternative  did 
extend  the  tunnel  further  east  on  Boston  Street  than  one  of  the  potential 
options at Aliceanna Street and Boston Street, which is referred to in your letter.  
From Hudson Street east, the Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at‐
grade), generally within  the median of Boston  Street between Hudson  Street 
and South Conkling Street.   

There  is  adequate  right‐of‐way  available  to  construct  light  rail  in  the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or businesses. 
As  such, an underground alternative  is not needed  to preserve adjacent  land 
use. 
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Also, the  impact assessments for resources along Boston Street  indicate that a 
surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 
and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail). The major 
reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued along Boston Street was cost. In 
order to design and construct that portion of the project underground, the cost 
of  the project would  increase by $210 million,  in year of expenditure dollars. 
Refer  to  the  Alternatives  Technical  Report  –  2012  Update  for  additional 
information. 

The surface alignment is in the median of Boston Street, which was determined 
to be more feasible than a surface alignment on south side of Boston Street. The 
alignment  on  the  south  side  of  Boston  Street would  have  greater  impact  to 
property and vehicular access to adjacent residences. 
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7               MR. NATHANIEL OAKS:  Nathaniel Oaks, 
8   N‐A‐T‐H‐A‐N‐I‐E‐L. Oaks, O‐A‐K‐S.  Well, I'm not going 
9   to be redundant, I'm basically coming up to listen to 
10   the concerns of the community.  I have my own ideas but 
11   as a representative of the people I'm coming to hear 
12   what you wanted to say, then I'm going to take that 
13   back. 
14               We have not been briefed in reference to 
15   the finding of the committee that we put together of 
16   citizens to work on this issue for the Red Line with 
17   MTA.  So we're getting that briefing, I think, on the 
18   18th or the 19th but I want to hear what you have to 
19   say.  I do have another commitment, I will stay here as 
20   long as I can, and I will try to echo the feelings of 
21   the community. 
1               Again, like Delegate Carter said, I don't 
2   think we need to be considering what the course is as 
3   much as what's best for the community.  We don't need 
4   the east side or the west side and the north side and 
5   the south side, so I'm coming to listen to see what is 
6   going to be presented to you all and what you're going 
7   to present to them and I will come back with my 
8   findings.  Thank you.  I turn to face you because 
9   that's who I really represent and I just want to make 
10   sure that you all understand what my presence 
11   represents.  Thank you. 

MTA  acknowledges  that Mr.  Oaks  attended  the  hearing  to  listen  to  the 
concerns of his constituents and will continue to express input to the MTA. 
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The  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  the  FEIS  improves  transit  in  the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane,  primarily  surface  in  other  portions  of  the  corridor,  and  a  limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009,  refinements and enhancements  to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental  analysis,  engineering,  cost  estimating,  geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I‐
70 and the highway ramp from I‐70 westbound to I‐695 northbound, slight 
extension  of  the  Cooks  Lane  tunnel,  new  alignment  along  Franklintown 
Road,  tunnel  under  Fremont  Avenue,  new  aerial  from  Norfolk  Southern 
right‐of‐way over I‐895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment  on  the  Bayview  Campus.  These  refinements  along  with  the 
decrease  from  20  stations  to  19  stations,  have  resulted  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can  be  found  in  Chapter  2  of  the  FEIS. An  evaluation  of  the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets  the project purpose and need and also  is 
consistent  with  your  comments  on  the  need  for  the  Red  Line  Build 
Alternative. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  is  located  on  the  surface  (at‐grade),  generally 
within  the median of Edmondson Avenue between  the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and  the West Baltimore MARC  station.   There  is adequate  right‐of‐
way  available  to  construct  light  rail  in  the median  without  the  need  to 
purchase  or  relocate  any  residential  homes.    As  such,  an  underground 
alternative  is not needed  to preserve adjacent  land use.   Also,  the  impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the  Alternative  Technical  Report  –  2012  Update  for more  detail).  In  the 
AA/DEIS,  tunnel  alignments  were  studied  under  Edmondson  Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.    In order to design and 
construct  that portion of  the project underground,  the cost of  the project 
would increase by $525 million  
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in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional 
information. 

The Preferred Alternative will not  require any acquisition of  real property 
that would result  in an  involuntary residential displacement.   The majority 
of  the  Red  Line  would  be  constructed  within  the  public  right‐of‐way; 
however,  there  are  areas  where  the  Red  Line  would  require  additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property  from  some  residential properties  adjacent  to  and  along  the Red 
Line.  Just  compensation  will  be  paid  for  all  land  that  is  acquired.  These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of  the  current  proprietor. A  listing  of  property  acquisitions  is  included  in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.    

The  MTA  and  Baltimore  City  are  working  on  workforce  development 
programs  that  are  intended  to  lead  to  future  employment  and  training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The  intent  is for the area economy 
to benefit  from  the  job creation and economic development  the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program  in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Tue 12/30/2008 12:10 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Barbara Samuels 

American Civil Liberties Union of Maryland 

3600 Clipper Mill Road, Suite 350 

Baltimore, MD, 21211 

 

Barbara Samuels's comments: 

 
Under all alternatives under consideration, the eastern terminus of the Red Line 

would be the Bayview Station. This is a missed opportunity and is contrary to 

Environmental Justice principles. The current phase of the Red Line should continue 

at least as far as O'Donnell Heights, a predominantly low-income minority 

community which is slated for a large mixed use, mixed income redevelopment 

project. The 2002 Baltimore Regional Transit Plan recommends routing the Red 

Line from Bayview to O'Donnell Heights and then on to Dundalk and Turners 

Station. If the initial phase of the Red Line continues from Bayview to O'Donnell 

Heights, the new development can be planned as a "Transit Oriented Development." 

This has the potential to leverage additional state and federal funding for the 

redevelopment. As you may know, the Housing Authority of Baltimore City is 

preparing a HOPE VI application for submission in mid-2009 and designation of the 

site as a TOD would enhance the competiveness of the application. In addition, the 

O'Donnell Station would serve the new business park being constructed on the site of 

the former GM plant, located immediately adjacent to the southwest of the O'Donnell 

Heights site. At the western end of the line, we urge you to consider extending the 

Red Line west to Howard County, specifically to the intersection of Rte 40 and Rte 

29 in Ellicott City. This part of Howard County is a higher density residential area 

and the source of a significant portion of the traffic congesting the western 

approaches into downtown Baltimore. Yet, the Ellicott City area does not have any 

regular MTA bus or rail service that could connect it to Social Security and 

downtown (the only service is the MTA morning and evening commuter service and 

the Howard County transit connections to Columbia) by any form of MTA is very 

poorly connected by transit to Social Security and downtown Baltimore. While a Red  

The Preferred Alternative extends to two major employment centers at the 
west and east ends, Centers for Medicare and Medicaid (CMS) and the 
Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center Campus. The initial project from 
CMS to Bayview was based on meeting project purpose and need. 
Extensions of the Red Line to O’Donnell Heights, Dundalk and Turner’s 
Station to the east and Ellicott City and Howard County to the west would 
be part of future considerations. The current Preferred Alternative meets 
the project purpose and need. 
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Line connection to Ellicott City may be deferred for a future phase of construction, at 

the very least, MTA should provide a park and ride lot in Ellicott City and regular 7 

day/week bus service that connects to the Red Line at Social Security and the Cooks 

Lane/Rte 40 in tersection. A regular bus line on Rte 40 from Ellicott City to 

Baltimore City would also provide access to retail and commercial areas along Rte 

40 in Baltimore County. It would also provide service and open access to the natural 

and recreational amenities at Patapsco State Park. This state park is currently 

inaccessible to the transit dependent low income and largely minority population of 

Ellicott City, western Baltimore County and Baltimore City, despite being located in 

close proximity to these high density residential areas. The current lack of regular 

MTA transit service to Ellicott City is also an Environment Justice problem that can 

be addressed through construction of the Red Line and establishment of feeder bus 

routes. Thank you for consideration of these comments. Please do not hesitate to 

contact us if you have questions or wish further input on these Environmental Justice 

issues. Barbara Samuels Managing Attorney for Fair Housing ACLU of Maryland  
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with comments 
on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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Sent: Sun 1/4/2009 11:38 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS Comment  

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 
ANCHORAGE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC. 

2421 Boston Street 

Baltimore, Maryland  21224 

Sent via email. 

January 4, 2009 

Ms Diane Ratcliff 

MTA Director of Planning 

6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor 

Baltimore, Maryland  21202 

 

Dear Ms Ratcliff: 

On behalf of the Anchorage Homeowners Association, I wish to state our 

opposition to Red Line Alternative 4C in its current form.  Our objections to 

this alternative are exactly the same as those expressed in a letter to you from 

the Canton Community Association (CCA) dated December 28, 2008 (copy 

attached). 

Our Board of Directors and residents have attended numerous meetings and 

planning sessions on this issue, and while we support the need for improved 

public transportation in Baltimore City, we are convinced that a double-

tracked light rail line in the median of Boston Street from Aliceanna to 

Conkling Streets is an extremely shortsighted solution which will cause 

major problems while offering limited benefits. 

Sincerely, 

Margaret K. Carvella 

Anchorage Homeowners Association, Inc. 

Canton, Maryland 

Attachment 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 

Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information. 
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In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 

Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information. 

 
There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses.  As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use.  Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail).  The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost.  In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 
Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
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Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred  
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information. 

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 
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  Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour  

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   

The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of parking 
spaces along the corridor. Currently, there are 239 total parking spaces, 161 
full-time and 78 part-time parking spaces, along Boston Street between 
Hudson/Montford to Haven Street. Under the Preferred Alternative, 126 
parking spaces (both on-street and off-street) would be displaced. For those 
parking spaces that remain along Boston Street , vehicles may be parked 24-
hours a day.  The proposed Park-and-Ride at the Canton Crossing Station 
could provide temporary parking spaces during construction.  Refer to 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in 
Appendix I for additional information. 

The National Scenic Byways Program is a Federal Highway Administration 
program established to help recognize, preserve and enhance selected 
roads throughout the US.  A portion of Boston Street within the project  
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 study corridor is part of the Star-Spangled Banner Scenic Byway, a 100+ mile 
byway that provides views of and access to historic resources.  The Red Line 
would not affect the function or designation of the Boston Street route as 
part of the scenic byway. 

The Red Line would have positive and negative impacts on the visual 
experience.  The visual impacts of the Preferred Alternative were fully 
assessed and are documented in the Visual and Aesthetic Resources 
Technical Report, which is a supporting document to the FEIS.  Design 
details of the transitway, stations, ancillary buildings, and landscaping has 
been carefully considered to be congruent with the existing environment, 
particularly in sensitive areas such as historic districts in order to minimize 
the visual impact to the community. 

The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Boston Street.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals with 
indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will provide 
adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of Boston 
Street.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the center of 
Boston Street for increased safety. 
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10               MR. GREG DERWART:  Good afternoon.  My name 
11   is Greg Derwart, G-R-E-G  D-E-R-W-A-R-T.  I live at 
12   13513 Long Green Pike in Baldwin and I'm the Chief 
13   Operating Officer for The Arc of Baltimore in Towson, a 
14   non-profit organization that serves over 3,000 
15   individuals with developmental disabilities in 
16   Baltimore City and Baltimore County.  I also serve on 
17   the Greater Baltimore Committee's Built Environment and 
18   Regional Transportation Committee. 
19               On behalf of The Arc and the GBC, I'm 
20   pleased to recommend to you today that we implement 
21   Option 4C, the Light Rail Transit Option.  With tunnels 
1   under Cooks Lane as well as under Lombard Street, from 
2   Martin Luther King Boulevard continuing under Eastern 
3   Avenue to Aliceanna Street at Boston Street. 
4               Option 4C is our best alternative for the 
5   following reasons.  It provides the fewest disruptions, 
6   has the most advantages for residents, and provides the 
7   greatest number of economic opportunities.  It 
8   minimizes community impact by utilizing tunnels under 
9   Cooks Lane, Downtown Baltimore and Fells Point. 
10               It opens an economic development window 
11   around transit stations that could lead to thousands of 
12   jobs and residential units being built.  It provides a 
13   quick way for those working, studying, or visiting 
14   education and healthcare centers to get where they need 
15   to go.  It makes Baltimore more competitive with other 
16   cities that already have a network of interconnected 
17   transit lines. 
18               Option 4C also ties together the new east- 
19   west transit line to the exiting Light Rail Line, the 
20   Metro Line, and the MARC Commuter Rail Stations. 
21   Option 4C does not displace any families.  It provides 
1   residents of the Baltimore region with travel options 
2   at affordable prices.  It offers fast, clean, and 
3   non-polluting transportation. 
4               It gives access to a 192,000 jobs along the 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 



ID 29:  The Arc of Baltimore   December 2012 

  

 

 A-59 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

5   Red Line Corridor making it a true job line and it 
6   speeds travel time for 42,000 users each weekday.  It 
7   takes thousands of polluting vehicles off the road.  It 
8   will be the least costly to operate once it is built 
9   and it gives the region mobility, an essential element 
10   of a good business climate and quality of life. 
11               Specifically for people with disabilities, 
12   Light Rail Transit can provide an advantage over Bus 
13   Rapid Transit for the following reasons.  Light Rail 
14   Transit stations can be safer than many bus stop 
15   locations.  Light Rail Transit routes can be more 
16   reliable and timely than bus routes.  And Light Rail 
17   Transit Stations are definitely more accessible than 
18   most bus stop locations. 
19               Like many other direct support service 
20   providers, The Arc of Baltimore's mission is to ensure 
21   that people with developmental disabilities have 
1   maximum opportunities to actively participate in all 
2   aspects of community life and this option would help us 
3   with that mission. 
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Baltimore Area Convention and Visitors Association comments are located 
under IDs 30 and 31; the responses to these comments are combined 
below.  
 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 

The Preferred Alternative will provide access for visitors and tourists in 
Baltimore to recreational and tourism sites in the Baltimore region. 
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16               MR. TOM NOONAN:  Good afternoon.  I'm Tom 
17   Noonan.  T-O-M, N-O-O-N-A-N.  I'm the President of the 
18   Baltimore Convention and Visitors Association located 
19   at 100 Light Street, 12th Floor, Baltimore, Maryland, 
20   21202. 
21               Great tourism towns have great public 
1   transportation.  Great neighborhoods have great public 
2   transportation.  Transportation is one of the key 
3   factors facing Baltimore today and the next decade. 
4               If we were to remain an appealing city in 
5   which to live and to work and to visit as a 
6   destination, we must now take action to improve our 
7   infrastructure.  The Red Line is a necessary investment 
8   to make Baltimore more competitive with other cities 
9   that already have a great network of interconnecting 
10   transit lines.  As a member of the Greater Baltimore 
11   Committee, BCVA supports Red Line Alternative 4C, the 
12   option endorsed by the GBC. 
13               Tourism is a highly competitive industry 
14   and we must do everything we can as a city, state and 
15   destination to enhance the visitor experience.  That 
16   includes providing a cohesive transportation system 
17   that makes it easier for visitors to get around. 
18               Visitors want to explore a destination and 
19   enjoy a city as residents do.  But they are often 
20   discouraged from doing so in Baltimore because of a 
21   lack of transportation options.  The Red Line 
1   Alternative 4C will provide that transportation and be 
2   a critical link to the north/south Light Rail, Metro 
3   subway and MARC trains. 
4               There is no doubt that if you make it 
5   easier for visitors to get around, they will spend more 
6   money while they are here. 
7               More visitor spending means more jobs in 
8   the hospitality industry, more tax generated for our 
9   local, state and federal governments. 
10               Tourism is one of Baltimore's top 
11   industries.  It generates $3.8 billion dollars 
12   annually.  That includes $1.9 billion in federal, state 
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13   and local tax revenue and 79,000 jobs here in 
14   Baltimore.  The Red Line is the first major expanse of 
15   transit in the Baltimore region in 25 years and, 
16   therefore, we must move on it at a fast track. 
17               This is the next generation for us.  This 
18   is what gets Baltimore to the next level as a tourism 
19   destination.  Its public transportation.  Thanks very 
20   much.
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 

The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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19               MR. TERRANCE HANCOCK:  Good afternoon.  I'm 
20   Terrance Hancock with the Baltimore Development 
21   Cooperation.  First name is spelled T-E-R-R-A-N-C-E, 
1   last name H-A-N-C-O-C-K.  And I'm an economic 
2   development officer with Baltimore Development 
3   Cooperation, South Charles Street, Suite 1600, 
4   Baltimore, 21201. 
5               It is the recommendation of the Baltimore 
6   Development Cooperation that the Maryland Department of 
7   Transportation and Maryland Transit Administration 
8   select Alternative 4C with the proposed Red Line 
9   transit project.  Alternative 4C is the light rail 
10   option that has the highest cost benefit racial of all 
11   the options under consideration. 
12               Alternative 4C provides a number of 
13   benefits for the city and general and economic 
14   development and particulars.  These include increase in 
15   jobs and tax revenue generations, community 
16   revitalization and development, business growth, 
17   increase retail opportunities in underserved areas, 
18   transit-oriented development opportunities, employment 
19   accessibility and training and access to post secondary 
20   and education. 
21               Alternative 4C provides communities along 
1   the Cooks Lane Corridor and Fells Point a tunnel option 
2   that will have a positive effect on their 
3   neighborhoods.  It is particularly encouraging that the 
4   Red Line will be seen as a catalyst for development in 
5   some of the cities, neighborhoods, that need 
6   revitalization. 
7               Secondly, it is understand that Alternative 
8   4C will have minimal business displacements which is 
9   crucial to daily business activities in commercial 
10   districts. 
11               Alternative 4C will provide the development 
12   community with confidence that the city and its 
13   partners at the state are reinvesting in communities 
14   and creating opportunities for economic development. 

Baltimore Development Corporation comments are located under IDs 34 
and 35; the responses to these comments are combined below.  
 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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15               Alternative 4C will improve Inter Modal 
16   activity within the existing public transportation 
17   network.  Lack of Inter Modal connectivity is seen as 
18   the major factor in increasing vehicle miles traveled 
19   throughout the region and the lack of success of 
20   reverse commute employment access programs. 
21               Providing connections to job accessibility 
1   for city residents can greatly benefit the Baltimore 
2   region as a whole.  BBC is looking forward to 
3   construction of the Red Line and continue working with 
4   the MTA on this development.  Thank you. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 
There are 25 historic districts within the Red Line historic architecture area 
of potential effects (APE), which have been identified through the Section 
106 process.  The MTA is continuing coordination with the Maryland 
Historic Trust with regard to Section 106 requirements.  
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2               MR. BOB REUTER:  My name is Bob Reuter. 
3   I'm officially Representing Baltimoreans Against 
4   Disability Discrimination, P.O. Box 23777, Baltimore, 
5   Maryland, 21203. 
6               COURT REPORTER:  Spell your last name? 
7               MR. BOB REUTER:  R-E-U-T-E-R.  This meeting 
8   is being held illegally and it's being held in an 
9   inaccessible facility in violation of the ADA and the 
10   Americans with Disabilities Act.  The meeting should be 
11   declared null and void and any comments made here 
12   tonight declared null. 
13               This meeting is held in a building that has 
14   two flights of stairs up to it and a ramp that is at 
15   least one in four, if not steeper.  Totally in 
16   violation of ADA.  Photographs can be sent and will be 
17   sent to the Federal Department of Transportation. 
18   Thank you. 

The meeting location for this hearing, the first of four hearing locations for 
the AA/DEIS, had insufficient ADA access. Upon discovering the access issue, 
Mr. Reuter’s testimony was received outside of the hearing room. In 
addition, access for all three other locations for the AA/DEIS hearings were 
reviewed and were fully ADA accessible. The MTA developed specific 
procedures to screen all future meeting sites for ADA accessibility and 
throughout the rest of the project study, all sites for public meetings were 
compliant. 

Other testimony received at this hearing has been made part of the official 
hearing record. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 

The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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7               MR. ART COHEN:  Yes.  Good afternoon.  I am 
8   Art Cohen, that's A-R-T, last name C-O-H-E-N.  Resident 
9   of Management. Washington in Baltimore City.  My home 
10   address is 6106 West Cliff Drive, Baltimore, 21209. 
11               I am here as the convenor of B'More Mobile, 
12   an advocacy group created in the spring of 2006, which 
13   acts to increase the role of people in transportation 
14   planning throughout the Baltimore region.  I also serve 
15   as a member of the Citizens Advisory Committee of the 
16   Baltimore Regional Transportation Board and as an 
17   advisor to the West Baltimore Coalition.  B'More Mobile 
18   has signed the Red Line Compact. 
19               B'More Mobile is here today to support the 
20   construction and operation of the Red Line from Bayview 
21   Hospital on the east to Woodlawn and Social Security on 
1   the west.  It is not B'More Mobile's role, however, to 
2   take a position for or against any one of the 11 
3   transit alternatives proposed in the Draft 
4   Environmental Impact Statement. 
5               Such positions are most properly taken by 
6   the people, communities, businesses, and other 
7   interests located within the proposed alignment for the 
8   Red Line.  However, B'More Mobile does oppose the so- 
9   called No-Build Alternative. 
10               Whatever alignment is chosen, the Red Line 
11   will represent great improvement both for current 
12   transit riders and future potential ones. 
13               Over the past week, I've attended each of 
14   the four hearings and have heard a wide assortment of 
15   opinions expressed.  Whether for or against the Red 
16   Line, there have been people justifiably concerned 
17   about, among other things, noise, vibration, on- street 
18   parking, safety for pedestrians and during construction 
19   disruption of businesses and residential life, the 
20   greater presence of rats and dust. 
21               There has been fear expressed by many, of 
1   the possible loss of property value of their homes and 
2   businesses.  And of the potential negative affects of 
3   the Red Line on the quality of life.  

The MTA is a signatory of the Baltimore City Red Line Community Compact. 
The MTA considers the Community compact to be a framework of guiding 
principles to be applied to the Red Line project. 
 
The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 
 
Two alternatives which incorporated Heavy Rail were considered in the 
AA/DEIS for the Red Line.  They were described in Chapter 2, page 29 of the 
AA/DEIS.  Each of these alternatives were proposed by members of the 
public.   
 
The first of the two alternatives was a full Heavy Rail Alternative from Social 
Security Administration to Greektown, 14.3 miles.  This alternative was 
estimated to cost $2.383 Billion in 2007 dollars.  The alternative was not 



ID 41:  B’More Mobile   December 2012 

  

 

 A-77 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

4               On the other hand, there has also been 
5   awareness of the possibility of significant community 
6   and economic development to accompany the construction 
7   of the Red Line and the benefits to all of a much 
8   improved public transportation system. 
9               There have been differences expressed over 
10   light versus heavy rail, rail versus bus rapid transit, 
11   and the amount of tunneling which should be undertaken 
12   for the Red Line project. 
13               B'More Mobile understands and supports the 
14   need to thoroughly study all heavy rail alternatives. 
15   Such study would represent thinking out-of-the-box and 
16   if there's any time which calls for such thinking, it 
17   is now. 
18               B'More Mobile also favors eventually 
19   creating and empowering a regional authority to plan 
20   and manage transportation for our region.  We must 
21   recognize that the greatest, most immediate and 
1   long-run benefit of the Red Line will be for the 
2   younger residents of the Baltimore area, few of whom 
3   have testified at these hearings.  We have to provide 
4   adequately for their future, especially because of the 
5   mediocre transportation choices we have all had to live 
6   with and to which so many of us have adjusted for so 
7   many years. 
8               Indeed, it would be short-sighted, although 
9   quite human for us to oppose the Red Line simply 
10   because of temporary inconvenience caused by its 
11   construction or because we're unable to insist that one 
12   particular alternative be constructed instead of 
13   another. 
14               There has rarely been a public 
15   transportation proposal which has been free of public 
16   opposition at the beginning.  This is the time to state 
17   our problems and concerns with the alternatives, inform 
18   the MTA about what we fear and what we want and then 
19   sit down at the table to negotiate for a common 
20   solution to these problems and concerns. 
21               We have as our models our nearby sister 

carried forward through full analysis in the AA/DEIS due to its high capital 
cost as compared to Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives being 
studied.   The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line in the FEIS has a cost of 
$2.575 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  The year-of-expenditure 
dollars are based on a schedule that has the Red Line opening in 2021 and 
escalation occurring at a rate of +3.1% per year.  Escalating the previously 
studied Heavy Rail Alternative capital cost at the same rate that is being 
used for the Preferred Alternative, with a project opening in 2021 and a 
mid-point of construction in the year 2018, yields a year-of-expenditure 
capital cost of $3.334 Billion.  This cost estimate for Heavy Rail is $759 
Million higher than the Preferred Alternative.  This 30% cost differential still 
renders the Heavy Rail Alternative as too costly when compared with the 
Preferred Alternative.  In addition, there are other aspects of this proposed 
Heavy Rail Alternative that could bring into question its feasibility, could 
lead to higher capital costs, and/or create environmental impacts that 
would need to be addressed with associated costs, if the Alternative were to 
be studied more thoroughly.  These include constructing adjacent to the 
Amtrak Northeast corridor and within Amtrak right-of-way, constructing 
connections with the existing Baltimore Metro and the need to shut down 
Metro service while that construction occurred, likely six to nine months at 
a minimum, additional property takes along Amtrak right-of-way, visual 
impacts of aerial alignment from Orangeville to Greektown, potential 4(f) 
impacts to being in tunnel under Leakin Park due to associated ventilation 
or emergency egress that may be required, and viability of an at-grade 
alignment along I-70. 
 
The second of the two alternatives was not a full Heavy Rail Alternative, but 
a combination of three modes – Heavy Rail, Light Rail, and Streetcar.  The 
Heavy Rail component extended the existing Metro from Johns Hopkins 
Hospital to the Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center.  From CMS to the 
western portion of downtown, the Alternative would be light rail similar to 
the Preferred Alternative.  Upon entering downtown, the light rail would be 
in surface to Camden Yards, and then would be in tunnel to the existing 
Charles Center Metro Station.   The third component would be a streetcar 
from Camden Yards, with surface operations along Pratt Street and through 
Harbor East, Fells Point, Canton, Canton Crossing, and Haven Street to the is 
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1   metro areas of the District of Columbia and 
2   Philadelphia.  Today they already have truly regional 
3   transportation systems worthy of the name.  We should 
4   aspire to no less for Baltimore and it's surrounding 
5   region.  Thank you 

 

Amtrak right-of-way, ending at Edison Highway.  The streetcar alternative 
would run in mixed traffic along the surface.  This Alternative was estimated 
to have a capital cost of $1.8 Billion in 2007 dollars.  Escalated at 3.1% per 
year yields a cost of $2.518 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  This cost 
comparable to the Preferred Alternative, just as it was similar to the costs of 
the light rail and bus rapid transit alternatives in the AA/DEIS.  The reasons 
this alternative were not studied further in the AA/DEIS are: 

 Many east-west trips through the corridor would require transfers 

due to the multiple modes, increasing transit travel time and 

decreasing ridership. 

 All of the streetcar component requires sharing lanes with traffic, 

which degrades both vehicular traffic movements, as well as transit 

travel times, and would reduce ridership.  

 Introducing a new mode, streetcar, requires an additional new 

maintenance facility for streetcars and introduces a new mode of 

transit to Baltimore, which does not improve transit efficiency. 

Refer to Section 2.4.2 in the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for additional information. 
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In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   
 
Location on Boston Street 
The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 

Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel 
to the intersection of Boston and Hudson Streets.  Refer to the Alternatives 
Technical Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 
Aggravated Traffic and Congestion 
Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   
 
Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross  
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high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information. 

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 
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 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour   

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   

Decreased Parking along Boston Street 
The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of parking 
spaces along the corridor. Currently, there are 239 total parking spaces, 161 
full-time and 78 part-time parking spaces, along Boston Street between 
Hudson/Montford to Haven Street. Under the Preferred Alternative, 126 
parking spaces (both on-street and off-street) would be displaced. For those 
parking spaces that remain along Boston Street , vehicles may be parked 24-
hours a day.  The proposed Park-and-Ride at the Canton Crossing Station 
could provide temporary parking spaces during construction.  Refer to 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in 
Appendix I for additional information. 

Marginal Benefits to Those Most Greatly Affected 

The Red Line will bring benefits to the communities located along the 
Red Line by providing improved transit access throughout the 
Baltimore Region.  This will include access to activity centers and jobs 
along the Red Line, as well as activities centers and jobs along 
interconnecting rail and bus lines. 
 
Potential for Increase Crime 
The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures.   Vehicles, 
station platforms, and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras 
for observation and enforcement.  Project design will also incorporate  
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features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The MTA police force 
will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 
 
Noise Pollution 
MTA completed an assessment of noise and vibration impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative.  The results are provided in the Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report and Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 
 
Disruption of Existing Water Views 
The Red Line would have positive and negative impacts on the visual 
experience. The visual impacts of the Preferred Alternative were fully 
assessed and are documented in the Visual and Aesthetic Resources 
Technical Report, which is a supporting document to the FEIS.  Design 
details of the transitway, stations, ancillary buildings, and landscaping has 
been carefully considered to be congruent with the existing environment, 
particularly in sensitive areas such as historic districts in order to minimize 
the visual impact to the community.   

Density Demand 
The Red Line will help to support economic development in the corridor by 
providing non-vehicular access.  The Red Line will provide access not only to 
downtown but to the greater Baltimore region through connections to 
other transit lines such as Baltimore Metro, Central Light Rail line, and 
MARC System.  The Preferred Alternative includes a parking lot for Red Line 
users at Canton Crossing. This parking lot is being designed to accommodate 
500 to 600 spaces. 
 
Separation of Canton from Its Historical Waterfront Nature 
The National Scenic Byways Program is a Federal Highway Administration 
program established to help recognize, preserve and enhance selected 
roads throughout the US.  A portion of Boston Street within the project 
study corridor is part of the Star-Spangled Banner Scenic Byway, a 100+ mile 
byway that provides views of and access to historic resources.  The Red Line 
would not affect the function or designation of the Boston Street route as 
part of the scenic byway.      
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Sent: Sun 1/4/2009 11:25 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

teri mcbirney, president 

Canton Square Homeowners Association 

 

2912 O'Donnell Street 

Baltimore, MD, 21224 

 

teri mcbirney, president's comments: 

 
This is being submitted on behalf of the Board and members of Canton 

Square Homeowners Association which is comprised of 133 

townhouses. We vehemently oppose the Alternative 4C alignment 

solution for the Red Line Transit Project which Mayor Dixon has 

endorsed. We feel the quality of life that we have worked hard to build 

over the past 20 years in the neighborhood will be sacrificed with this 

solution. Parking and our visual environment, along with pedestrian 

traffic to the waterfront, will be impacted. Noise and vibrations will 

also be a major problem and the probablilty of crime in the area will 

increase. Most of these impacts have been documented in the Red Line 

Study. Canton is on the National Register of Historic Places and 

Boston Street has been designated by the state of MD as a Scenic 

Byway. The need to preserve Fells Point has been satisfied, but equal 

consideration has not been given to Canton. We support a tunnel under 

Boston Street to Haven Street which would preserve the residential 

area and existing parking and traffic lanes in Canton. Thank you. 

 
 

Canton Square Homeowners Association comments are located under IDs 
43 and 44; the responses to these comments are combined below.  
 
There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses.  As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use.  Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail).  The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost.  In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 
The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of parking 
spaces along the corridor. Currently, there are 239 total parking spaces, 161 
full-time and 78 part-time parking spaces, along Boston Street between 
Hudson/Montford to Haven Street. Under the Preferred Alternative, 126 
parking spaces (both on-street and off-street) would be displaced. For those 
parking spaces that remain along Boston Street , vehicles may be parked 24-
hours a day.  The proposed Park-and-Ride at the Canton Crossing Station 
could provide temporary parking spaces during construction.  Refer to 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in 
Appendix I for additional information. 
 
The Red Line would have positive and negative impacts on the visual 
experience.  The visual impacts of the Preferred Alternative were fully 
assessed and are documented in the Visual and Aesthetic Resources 
Technical Report, which is a supporting document to the FEIS.  Design 
details of the transitway, stations, ancillary buildings, and landscaping has 
been carefully considered to be congruent with the existing environment, 
particularly in sensitive areas such as historic districts in order to minimize 
the visual impact to the community.    
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The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Boston Street.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals with 
indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will provide 
adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of Boston 
Street.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the center of 
Boston Street for increased safety.   

MTA completed an assessment of noise and vibration impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative.  The results are provided in the Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report and Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 

The National Scenic Byways Program is a Federal Highway Administration 
program established to help recognize, preserve and enhance selected 
roads throughout the US.  A portion of Boston Street within the project 
study corridor is part of the Star-Spangled Banner Scenic Byway, a 100+ mile 
byway that provides views of and access to historic resources.  The Red Line 
would not affect the function or designation of the Boston Street route as 
part of the scenic byway. 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 

Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern. 
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Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information  

The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures.   Vehicles, 
station platforms, and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras 
for observation and enforcement.  Project design will also incorporate 
features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The MTA police force 
will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 

The effect of the Red Line on historic resources has been considered as part 
of the Section 106 process. The MTA is continuing coordination with the 
Maryland Historical Trust with regard to Section 106 requirements. 

The Red Line is currently proposed to be funded by Federal transportation 
funds through the Federal Transit Administration New Starts Program and 
State of Maryland funds through the Consolidated Transportation Trust 
Fund. The State Transportation Trust Fund is a fund where Maryland 
transportation revenues (motor vehicle revenues, transit fares, airport fees, 
port fees, and other transportation revenues) are consolidated and used for 
highway, transit, port, airport, and other transportation operating and 
capital expenses.  Taxes and fees in the Trust Fund are not based on any 
single project, but on the entire statewide transportation program. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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18               MR. CLINTON MILES:  Are we ready? 
19               REPORTER:  Yeah, go ahead. 
20               MR. CLINTON MILES:  My name is Clinton 
21   Miles.  I'm one of the ministers of the Central Church 
1   of Christ and I'm representing that group today.  We're 
2   at 4301 Woodridge Road.  That's in Baltimore, Maryland, 
3   21229.  And we're located right on Edmondson Avenue, 
4   right at Woodridge across from where we're meeting 
5   today, which is Edmondson High School. 
6               And so that's what brings us here as an 
7   interested party and we want to register our concern 
8   and our support of the below ground transit and with 
9   that we just feel that that would be something that 
10   would maintain the aesthetic quality of the community 
11   as well as giving the community an opportunity to grow 
12   and to really be able to give us the opportunity to 
13   work with the new community that's going to be here on 
14   this side but also to work with the new shopping center 
15   and to have it grow unrestricted. 
16               We just feel that the above ground would 
17   create restrictions that would be unfair to that type 
18   of aesthetic growth and the quality of growth that we 
19   expect in this area.  And so we just support that 
20   whole-heartedly, to see that below ground work being 
21   done. 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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15               MR. BRIAN O'MALLEY:  Brian, B-R-I-A-N. 
16   Last name is O'Malley, O - apostrophe - M-A-L-L-E-Y. 
17   I'm with the Central Maryland Transportation Alliance. 
18   We are a coalition of area businesses and non-profit 
19   leaders dedicated to improving travel efficiency within 
20   Central Maryland.  We have a vision towards a world 
21   class transportation system for Central Maryland, and 
1   see the Red Line as an essential early step. 
2               We need rail trains, whether Light Rail or 
3   subway.  They carry more riders than buses.  They've 
4   been shown to attract more drivers to convert and use 
5   transit.  They are free from traffic. 
6               Buses generally move in traffic with our 
7   cars whereas trains are separated from traffic.  A 
8   boost in train ridership means less air pollution and 
9   less dependence on oil. 
10               We are supporters of the entire regional 
11   rail system for the Baltimore region.  The more 
12   destinations that are connected by the system, the more 
13   effective it becomes. 
14               Right now, the glaring missing piece is the 
15   east/west connection that the Red Line would provide. 
16   It will allow rail riders to reach employment centers 
17   such as the Social Security Administration, Security 
18   Square Mall and Bayview Medical Center.  It will allow 
19   rail riders two points to transfer between MARC trains 
20   and Baltimore Regional Rail.  It will also connect 
21   residents of the east and west side neighborhoods with 
1   points on the existing rail system such as Penn Station 
2   and BWI Airport.  Colleges and universities, Johns 
3   Hopkins Hospital and employment and shopping 
4   destinations as far out as Owings Mills and Hunt 
5   Valley. 
6               Connections to employment, services and 
7   other destinations are an important equity issue.  The 
8   cost of driving is a barrier for employment for low 
9   income workers and rail provides a fast, reliable and 
10   equitable link between where people live and job 
11   centers, in particular, have an eye towards BRAC and 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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12   the jobs that are coming to the State of Maryland and 
13   connecting people with MARC opens up all new job 
14   centers and opportunities. 
15               The Central Maryland Transportation 
16   Alliance supports the Red Line and has endorsed 
17   Alternative 4C.  We are aware that obtaining federal 
18   funds for transit projects is highly competitive and 
19   some of the alternatives are simply not cost effective 
20   enough.  Alternative 4C is more cost effective than 
21   five of the other alternatives considered, but still 
1   provides essential elements to keep riders moving free 
2   from traffic. 
3               Where there are arterial streets suitable 
4   for surface rail, 4C uses a surface alignment.  Where 
5   the right-of-way is narrower, 4C uses tunnels. 
6   Construction of the Red Line will move the Baltimore 
7   region significantly closer to having the world class 
8   transportation system we need.  Thank you. 
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13               MR. SCOT SPENCER:  Sure.  I'm Scot Spencer, 

14   S-C-O-T, S-P-E-N-C-E-R.  My address is 2010 Park 
15   Avenue, 21217.  1-T.  I know how to spell my name.  I'm 
16   here with the Central Maryland Transportation Alliance 
17   and I'm here to support the Red Line and Alternative 4C. 
19               Baltimore is facing a lot of challenges and 
20   there are lots of opportunities that come along with 
21   the Red Line.  Lots of communities that would be linked 
1   by the Red Line are very low income and in households 
2   where over half of the income goes to transportation, 
3   the Red Line provides an alternative for folks to be 
4   able to get to and from places within and around 
5   Baltimore in a rapid and reliable way. 
6               It would not be, it would be, I think, 
7   ingenuous to say that there would not be disruption 
8   during the construction of the Red Line, but a lot of 
9   the Red Line is proposed to be underground and so there 
10   would be a minimalization of disruption to those 
11   families and those communities during the construction 
12   of the Red Line process. 
13               I am very appreciative of the fact that 
14   there are a lot of people here today who are speaking 
15   their minds and letting people know what their concerns 
16   are because I think that's the only way to do it right 
17   and to get it addressed and to get this project moving 
18   forward.  If we don't do it, what we will see will 
19   probably be worse congestion, worse air quality, I 
20   think the folks, and I don't live on Edmondson Avenue 
21   and I don't know what their immediate impact will be, I 
1   don't know what the immediate impact would be but I, 
2   driving up and down Edmondson Avenue I already see the 
3   impacts of increasing traffic congestion on that 
4   community and I see the same thing happening on the 
5   east-side of town. 
6               I think it is very important that the Red 
7   Line move forward in a way that is deliberate, that 
8   allows for ample opportunity for resident engagement in 
9   this process.  And that, at the end of the day, will 
10   connect residents to jobs, businesses, opportunity, 
11   schools, churches, recreation, and all those things 
12   that we need to have to have a healthy and productive city.  Thank you. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. The Preferred Alternative includes a pedestrian tunnel directly 
connecting the Red Line Inner Harbor Station with the Metro Charles Center 
Station. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 
of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program. Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Response to Cover Letter of Citizens Advisory Council Letter 
 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Response to Comments from Citizens Advisory Council Subcommittee 
 
Westside 
The Cooks Lane alignment was selected as part of the Preferred Alterantive 
to most directly serve major activity centers such as the Social Security 
Administration, Security Square Mall, and CMS. A tunnel was selected for 
Cooks Lane to minimize impacts that would have occurred with surface 
alternatives on Cooks Lane. 
 
The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).   In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information.  Extending the tunnel from 
Cooks Lane to Wildwood Parkway, which would include an underground 
station at Edmondson Village, would increase capital cost by approximately 
$200 million.  This section of Edmondson Avenue between Cooks Lane and 
Wildwood Parkway is the widest portion of Edmondson Avenue where 
surface light rail can best be accommodated. 
 
Downtown 
The Yellow Line would be a separate project from the Red Line. The Yellow 
Line would be able to be accommodated with the current profile of the Red 
Line. The Yellow Line would be accommodated at a lower elevation than 
both the existing Metro tunnel under Baltimore Street, and the Red Line 
under Lombard Street. 
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Eastside 
There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses.  As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use.  Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail).  The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost.  In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 
The Red Line will be constructed in compliance with all Federal and State 
floodplain requirements.  In particular, entrances to underground stations 
and tunnels will be constructed above an elevation of 12.2 feet above mean 
sea level.  The 100-year storm elevation with wave action is 11.2 feet above 
mean sea level.  The established elevation for the Red Line is more 
conservative than the standing 100-year floodplain elevation as it accounts 
for the effects of wind and waves.  An additional one foot has been added 
to the standard elevation to be even more conservative.   
 
Response to Individual Subcommittee Member Comments 
 
A Supplemental DEIS is not required for the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Constructing light rail along the length of Edmondson Avenue in tunnel by 
the cut and cover method, as opposed to tunnel boring, would still be 
significantly more expensive than constructing the surface alignment that is 
presently part of the Preferred Alternative. The estimate for tunnel along 
Edmondson Avenue is $525 Million dollars more than surface.  
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Developing a cut and cover option would decrease the $525 Million dollars 
but the resultant cost would be still be significantly higher than a surface 
transit alignment. In addition, construction impacts would be significantly 
greater with cut and cover than with bored tunnel, including wider limits of 
disturbance.  
 
Since the Red Line is currently scheduled to begin operation in 2021, the 
MTA may consider implementing new bus service including new express bus 
service from the I-70 park-and-ride in advance of the Red Line operations.  
 
Downtown 
The Baltimore Regional Rail System Plan is a Vision Plan for a regional rail 
system in the greater Baltimore Area. It is a plan to guide MTA and MDOT in 
prioritizing projects for planning, design and construction. 
 
The development of the Red Line Preferred Alternative is consistent with 
the 2002 Baltimore Regional Rail System Plan.  The Preferred Alternative for 
the Red Line would have a connection with the Baltimore Metro, a 
connection with the existing light rail at Howard Street, a connection with 
the MARC at the West Baltimore MARC station, and a future connection 
with MARC at Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center.  The connection 
between the Red Line and the Metro would be a direct connection via an 
underground pedestrian tunnel. 
 
The Yellow Line would be a separate project from the Red Line. The Yellow 
Line would be able to be accommodated with the current profile of the Red 
Line. The Yellow Line would be accommodated at a lower elevation than 
both the existing Metro tunnel under Baltimore Street, and the Red Line 
under Lombard Street. 
 
The extension of the current Metro service (the Green Line) would be a 
separate MTA initiative outside the scope of the Red Line project.  The 
Preferred Alternative for the Red Line proposes service to Johns Hopkins  
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Bayview Medical Center Campus including two stations: the Bayview 
Campus and Bayview MARC.  The MTA is proposing a new Bayview MARC 
station which would have a direct connection to the Red Line station.  There 
is also an 650-space park-and-ride facility proposed at the Bayview MARC 
station. 
 
Eastside 
The Red Line will be constructed in compliance with all Federal and State 
floodplain requirements.  In particular, entrances to underground stations 
and tunnels will be constructed above an elevation of 12.2 feet above mean 
sea level.  The 100-year storm elevation with wave action is 11.2 feet above 
mean sea level.  The established elevation for the Red Line is more 
conservative than the standing 100-year floodplain elevation as it accounts 
for the effects of wind and waves.  An additional one foot has been added 
to the standard elevation to be even more conservative.   
 
There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses.  As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use.  Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail).  The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost.  In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 
The MTA is not performing a Supplemental DEIS for a Red Line extension to 
Westview and Ellicott City, a Red Line extension to the Travel Plaza and 
Dundalk/Turners Station, nor an extension of the Green Line from Johns 
Hopkins Hospital to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center. The MTA is not 
performing a DEIS for the Yellow Line at this time. 
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2               MR. MEL FREEMAN:  Mel Freeman.  M-E-L, last 
3   name, F-R-E-E-M-A-N.  I'm President of the Citizen's 
4   Planning and Housing Association located at 218 West 
5   Saratoga, Baltimore, Maryland, 21201. 
6               We, at the Citizen's Planning and Housing 
7   Association, a 67-year old non-profit community action 
8   organization, are here to support the Red Line.  More 
9   specifically, to support Light Rail Option 4C with 
10   coordinated investments in nearby communities. 
11               Those investments are outlined in the 
12   Landmark Red Line Community Compact which was signed by 
13   the Maryland Transit Administration, Sheila Dixon, 
14   CPHA, and many others in this past month of September. 
15               The Red Line represents a once in a 
16   generation opportunity to make significant progress 
17   towards a truly comprehensive transit system here in 
18   Baltimore. 
19               We, in Baltimore, know what it is like for 
20   a transit plan to falter and to go unfulfilled.  In 
21   1965, we had a 71-mile transit system planned, much as 
1   Washington, D.C. had its 103-mile plan.  Theirs got 
2   built.  We only achieved one metro subway line. 
3               We also know what it is like to build a 
4   transit line with too little planning and investment 
5   for the surrounding communities.  Our current central 
6   Light Rail provides important mobility, but its 
7   construction was done with little or no such planning 
8   or coordinated investments. 
9               With the Red Line, however, we are on track 
10   to do it right.  Light Rail Option 4C combines the 
11   permanence and investment attraction potential of the 
12   Light Rail.  With cost effectiveness, with strategic 
13   tunneling to shorten travel time and to avoid narrow 
14   neighborhood streets. 
15               Where the Red Line is on the surface on the 
16   wider streets, there is the potential to remake those 
17   streets to meet the goals of the surrounding 
18   communities in terms of safety and traffic speed. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 
The MTA is a signatory of the Baltimore City Red Line Community Compact. 
The MTA considers the Community compact to be a framework of guiding 
principles to be applied to the Red Line project. 
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19   Communities can also take advantage of the visibility 
20   of the Light Rail Line to attract residents looking for 
21   travel options and to attract investment designed to 
1   maximize the positive impact of this new community 
2   amenity. 
3               Unlike during the building of our current 
4   Light Rail Line, local governments have been exploring 
5   the possibilities of surrounding land issues.  Earlier 
6   today, we were honored to be able to testify before the 
7   Baltimore City Planning Commission in favor of a 
8   community- supported plan for revitalization and 
9   development along the West Baltimore MARC station which 
10   is a key stop for the Red Line. 
11               Baltimore County has been looking at the 
12   Security Square Mall site and Mayor Dixon recently 
13   unveiled a new strategy to fix up lagging neighborhood 
14   shopping areas such as the Edmondson Village Shopping 
15   Center.  As I mentioned before, Mayor Sheila Dixon, the 
16   MTA, and many others, have been farsighted enough to 
17   develop the Red Line Community Compact.  That document 
18   states clearly that maximizing the success of the Red 
19   Line will take creativity, coordination and careful 
20   investment by the MTA, the city, others, and lays out 
21   commitments to carry out those key steps. 
1               As a result, we, at CPHA, support the Red 
2   Line Light Rail Option 4C.  We know that there is 
3   additional work with this option to achieve federal 
4   cost effectiveness and standards and that some changes 
5   are also possible to achieve community goals. 
6               We look forward to working with 
7   communities, the MTA, local governments and others to 
8   make the Light Rail Red Line Option able to move 
9   forward.  Thank you. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Red Line is being developed to benefit people in the entire Baltimore 
region.  The majority of the project is located within Baltimore City, over 
eleven of the slightly over fourteen miles, and fifteen of the nineteen 
stations.  The projected ridership of 55,000 trips per day is predominantly 
within Baltimore City, with over 70% of the boardings and alightings 
occurring at stations in Baltimore City. 

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line.  Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS. 
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12               MR. SAMUEL JORDAN:  Yes.  Good afternoon. 
13   My name is Samuel Jordan, that's J-O-R-D-A-N, and my 
14   first name Samuel, is S-A-M-U-E-L.  And the last name 
15   again is J-O-R-D-A-N.  I'm actually a resident - I'm a 
16   resident of Washington, D.C. and I'm here in Baltimore 
17   with a group called the Development Advisory Committee. 
18   We've been active with groups, communities, residents 
19   in Baltimore for several years now and Cherry Hill and 
20   now in O'Donnell Heights.  In Cherry Hill we're talking 
21   about what we call community benefits agreements.  In 
1   O'Donnell Heights, which is undergoing a new ground of 
2   master planning for a new community, we're most 
3   involved there with issues of community health. 
4               With being a resident of Washington, D.C., 
5   I'm certainly not here to tell you what you should do 
6   with your communities.  I am here, however, to suggest 
7   that there is a method for communities to benefit from 
8   perspective development.  Particularly with our 
9   approach to community benefits agreements.  Community 
10   benefits agreements, and we would like to get a chance 
11   to talk to community organizations here in West 
12   Baltimore, is simply an agreement because a community 
13   coalition and the developer that's put in writing and 
14   is enforceable under law.  You might want to consider 
15   that in all of these issues that we're discussing here 
16   today. 
17               I've heard a number of issues with respect 
18   to disruption, chaos, dust, dirt, loss of properties 
19   and so on.  I can tell you, and any of you who are here 
20   who are familiar with the development of the Metro and 
21   Red Lines and Green Lines and Purple and Orange Lines 
1   in Washington D.C. know that there was a period when 
2   there was a great deal of disruption.  Particularly, 
3   for example, those of you who are familiar with the new 
4   U Street corridor. 
5               U Street was disrupted for years and now it 
6   is one of the most prosperous areas of the city.  What 

The MTA has continued to involve the public in the development of the Red 
Line project through a comprehensive public involvement program including 
Station Area Advisory Committees, community liaisons, emails, newsletters, 
and presentations at community meetings and community events. 
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7   I'm suggesting is that you're not victims.  Everyone 
8   here who has spoken and representing his family, his or 
9   her community, can coalesce, work with each other and 
10   bring these issues to the Mayor, to the Red Line stuff, 
11   with an idea that there has to be give and take if 
12   there is to be any change. 
13               I want to suggest that if communities want 
14   new development, want commerce, want retail, want new 
15   residential possibilities, there is a give and take. 
16   Part of the give and take is new commercial owners, 
17   retailers, and so on want to make sure that people now 
18   have access to the commercial activities, to the 
19   residential areas, without the need for automobiles. 
20               The issue of a choice between above ground 
21   or below ground, that's something that still must be 
1   debated.  Of course there are economies that favor each 
2   method.  In some areas, it will be simply cheaper to do 
3   it above ground.  In some areas it will simply be less 
4   expensive and less disruptive to have underground 
5   service. 
6               So what I'm asking is, that everyone here 
7   consider yourself a part of a growing coalition that 
8   will address these issues with the Mayor and when 
9   possible with developers get these things in writing. 
10   But, change will require some degree of sacrifice on 
11   everyone's part if change is to come.  Thank you so 
12   much. 



ID 56:  Doracon Development, LLC   December 2012 

  

 

 A-105 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 
Design modifications since 2009 include the removal of the downtown 
station previously proposed near Commerce Street/Market Place due to 
cost. However, a station will be located in the Inner Harbor near 300 E. Pratt 
Street. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Mon 1/5/2009 6:10 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Edgewood Neighborhood Association 

Jean Allen, President 

607 Linnard Street 

Baltimore, MD. 21229 

 

Coalition of Concerned Communities 

Of Southwest Baltimore, Inc. 

Jean Allen, President 

607 Linnard St. 

Baltimore, MD. 21229 

 

Mass Transit Administration 

6 St. Paul Street 

Baltimore, MD. 21202 

 

Re: Red Line Comments 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

I am president of the Edgewood Neighborhood Association, which consists 

of  1,530 members.  I am also president of the Coalition of Concerned 

Communities of South West Baltimore, Inc. The membership includes over 

5,000 members. 

 

On December 18, 2008, the Coalition of Concerned Communities of S.W. 

Baltimore met at Mary E. Rodman Recreation Center. Present also was 

Delegates National Oats, Samuel Rosenberg, and Jill Carter. There was a 

discussion of the Red Line and the majority of votes were for tunneling 

throughout the Edmondson Village are. If there could be tunneling 

throughout Edmondson Village the community would not accept the 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
 
Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications. 
 
Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 
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“No Build Option” or improvement on the existing transportation systems 

which is the bus lines. We must have underground from Cooks Lane to 

Hilton Street. 

 

On December 22, the Edgewood Neighborhood Association met at the 

Edgewood \Lyndhurst Recreation Center. Present was Delegates Nathaniel 

Oats, Samuel Rosenberg and Jill Carter. Present also was representatives 

from the Mass Transit Administration. The majority of votes were for 

tunneling on Edmondson Ave. or no build or improvement of the bus lines. 

The reasons given at both meetings were : 

  

      The red line will in no way benefit the Edmondson Village Community. 

      The community will not bear the inconvience of the red line in order to 

make traveling better for anyone outside of our community. 

      The Edmondson village community could use improvement  in the 

transportation of the bus lines, but the bus line do not meet the needs of the 

residents. 

      There are two schools in the area one south of Edmondson Avenue and 

one North of Edmondson Ave. There will be over 700 children and 

employees of the school affected by this red-line. There is also a senior 

citizen building south of Edmondson Ave. The residents will be affected by 

this red-line. 

      Because of the changing of the stop lights the residents and drivers of 

Edmondson Village will be affected because they all use Edmondson Ave. 

      Crossing the streets will be dangerous and limited. 

      The children and handicapped residents and our seniors will find it hard 

to cross streets that can be crossed. 

      Making left hand turns will be impossible at certain streets making 

driving difficult. 

      The community does not need to bargain with the city or state in order 

to get the money to revitalize Edmondson Village. The community is over 

due for consideration from both the city and the state. For over 50 years 

Edmondson Village has watched as downtown areas, the Inner Harbor and 

Fells Point was reaping the harvest. Now it is time for Edmonson Village to 

be in the receiving line. We worked together to get the residents to come out 

and vote on November 4, 2008. We can do the same for other issues. 2009 is 

the year of unity and change. 

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in the FEIS Appendices provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications.   
 
Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 
 
Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

 
LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year
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      Big business companies, state and city and elected officials, and 

government organizations rule and make decisions for the residents all    over 

the city. The decisions made do not benefit the residents. The red-line is a 

good example. 

      If the red-line goes on surface, parking will be affected. Even if the 

Mass Transit representative says it will not.    

 

Residents also discussed if it were an option for the red-line to go on surface, 

why did the city spend money for ugly flowers which has obstructed drivers 

view from making safe turns onto Edmondson Avenue. 

 

  As President of the two associations, I must be a part of the majority. I 

honor the concerns of each resident and I love our community and must be 

committed to the issues facing all of us. 

 

Jean Allen, President 

Edgewood Neighborhood Association 

Coalition of Concerned Communities of  

South-West Baltimore, Inc. 

 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction.  
 
The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Edmonson Avenue.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals 
with indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will 
provide adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of 
Edmondson Avenue.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the 
center of Edmondson Avenue for increased safety.  
 
The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of some 
parking spaces along the corridor. Under the Preferred Alternative 58 on-
street parking spaces would be eliminated along Edmondson Avenue 
between Cooks lane and Franklintown Road. For those parking spaces that 
remain along Edmondson Avenue, vehicles may be parked 24-hours a day.  
MTA will work with the contactor to develop a plan to minimize the 
temporary loss of parking during construction. Refer to the Traffic and 
Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for additional information. 
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Edmondson Village Community Association comments are located under 
IDs 59 and 60; the responses to these comments are combined below.  
 
The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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Sent: Mon 12/08/2008 7:30 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

Laurel Mendes’ comments: 

Edmondson Village Community Association Votes to endorse the Red Line - 

Maximum underground option.  We are encouraging the most underground 

tunnel possible.  The less above ground the better.  This was the 

consensus reached by our community association at our monthly meeting 

Tuesday, 12/2/08. 

 

The community association feels the line should be underground all along 

the route from downtown.  Yes it is costly, but in the long term - 20 

years down the road - this will be better and it is cheaper to do now 

than later. 

 

Thank you for receiving our opinion. 
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Sent: Fri 10/31/2008 9:43 AM 
To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
As Baltimore’s high-tech business incubator, Emerging Technology Centers 
(ETC) believes in building Baltimore by creating jobs for the local community. 
ETC works with early stage Baltimore-based technology entrepreneurs by 
providing them assistance with growing their business. This assistance 
ranges from the simple, providing a physical space and related services, to 
the more complex, providing business mentoring.  Since 1999, ETC assisted 
161 companies- of which 72% operates in Baltimore-, created over 1000 jobs 
and in 2003, an additional facility was opened to further serve Baltimore.  
  
ETC prides itself in improving Baltimore’s business community. The 
construction of a new Baltimore Red Line Light Rail would vastly improve 
transportation and would help link the people of Baltimore to the city and to 
jobs. Moreover, the line would help facilitate future growth and expansion by 
minimizing traffic congestion and allowing greater mobility of city population.   
  
It is for these reasons that we here at ETC join Greater Baltimore Committee 
and Baltimore Development Corporation in supporting Alternative 4-C and 
hope to see it’s planning come into reality. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Ann Lansinger 
Executive Director 
Emerging Technology Centers 

2400 Boston Street, Suite 346 

Baltimore, MD  21224 

410-327-9150 

annlansinger@etcbaltimore.com 

 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 

mailto:annlansinger@etcbaltimore.com
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17               MS. MURIEL PRAILEAU:  Hi.  My name is 
18   Muriel P, M-U-R-I-E-L, P-R-A-I-L-E-A-U.  I'm president 
19   of Evergreen Protective Association here in west 
20   Baltimore, and I am in support of Red Line and 
21   specifically Alternative 4C.  Over the past several 
1   months, I've been proud to participate in many meetings 
2   and conversations about Red Line transit projects.  The 
3   Mayor's Red Line summit, the west Baltimore MARC 
4   station planning process, the Red Line Community 
5   Compact, and the recent transit around the nation's 
6   tour.  Through all of these experiences, I've seen the 
7   promise that lies ahead as we embrace the Red Line and 
8   make it our own.  I've seen people in my community 
9   think about the possibilities and what the Red Line 
10   could mean in terms of jobs, neighborhood improvements 
11   and our quality of life.  We are ready for the Red 
12   Line. 
13               When we visited Seattle, I met community 
14   leaders who embraced change and made it work for them. 
15   A lot of them were at first against the Red Line and 
16   they explained to us how, if given the opportunity to 
17   bring the Red Line here, certain aspects of it that we 
18   don't want, that we need to learn how to stand fast on 
19   our dislikes and our likes.  And it's all for our 
20   advantage.  It brings money to our city. 
21               The Red Line can bring new stores, new 
1   houses and rebuild communities that were struggling. 
2   We saw a community such as this Uplands community here 
3   in Seattle that was rebuilt.  I am very familiar with 
4   this Uplands area, I attended Edmondson High School 
5   right here 40-some years ago.  So I know what it used 
6   to look like and what it looks like now and I'm hoping 
7   that in one day it will look like what it used to look 
8   like. 
9               There are challenges in any project like 
10   the Red Line.  There will be noise and dust, there will 
11   be construction vehicles and changes to traffic 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 
The MTA is a signatory of the Baltimore City Red Line Community Compact. 
The MTA considers the Community compact to be a framework of guiding 
principles to be applied to the Red Line project. 
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12   patterns.  I signed the Red Line community compact 
13   because I believe in what is said will be done to 
14   protect our communities from construction impacts. 
15               So let's embrace the Red Line and have it 
16   bring us together, not divide us.  Let's rebuild 
17   Edmondson Avenue from one end to the other.  There's 
18   been a lot of false information given and I hope that 
19   we can come together, sit down, iron out our 
20   differences, and learn just how it can really benefit 
21   us and our communities.  Thank you. 
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10               MS. JOANNE MASOPUST:  Excellent.  That was 
11   almost perfect. 
12               COURT REPORTER:  Joanne, spell both your 
13   first and last name. 
14               MS. JOANNE MASOPUST:  Okay.  My first name 
15   is all one word.  It's J-O-A-N-N-E and the last name is 
16   M-A-S-O-P-U-S-T. 
17               COURT REPORTER:  Thank you. 
18               MS. JOANNE MASOPUST:  Okay.  As stated, I'm 
19   Joanne Masopust.  I am the President of the Fells Point 
20   Community Organization.  For the past year the Fells 
21   Point Corporation and the Fells Point Residents 
1   Association have worked together on this issue and are 
2   in agreement in our support of Alternative 4C provided 
3   that the tunnel is under either Fleet or Eastern. 
4   Let's be clear.  I'm saying Fleet or Eastern. 
5               Fells Point is not opposed to improving our 
6   public transit system but insists that the chosen 
7   alternative maintains the historical integrity of our 
8   neighborhood and not negatively impact the quality of 
9   life for those who live there, by reducing parking or 
10   creating more congestion. 
11               All three groups vehemently oppose any 
12   option that includes Aliceanna Street.  We believe that 
13   a tunnel under Fleet or Eastern would create a positive 
14   environment for a transit-oriented development. 
15               We also vehemently oppose any surface 
16   option through Fells Point.  At least in part because 
17   this would not meet the stated goal of the MTA of 
18   improving the efficiency of the public transit system 
19   and would compromise the historical nature of our 
20   neighborhood.  Thank you. 
21               COURT REPORTER:  Joanne, name the three 
1   groups that you represent tonight. 
2               MS. JOANNE MASOPUST:  Okay, well I actually 
3   represent the Fells Point Community Organization, but 
4   the other local community groups that we have worked 
5   with over the past year are, The Fells Point 
6   Development Corporation and The Fells Point Resident 
7   Association. 

The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Fleet Street. 
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20               MR. JASON SULLIVAN:  My name is Jason 
21   Sullivan, J-A-S-O-N  S-U-L-L-I-V-A-N.  I'm Executive 
1   Director of the Fells Point Development Corporation, 
2   the nonprofit main street organization for Fells Point. 
3   I'd like to read a prepared statement written jointly 
4   with the Fells Point Development Corporation, Fells 
5   Point Community Organization, and the Fells Point 
6   Residents Association. 
7               Three leading community organizations in 
8   historic Fells Point had prepared and submitted a joint 
9   community statement regarding our position on the 
10   proposed Red Line.  At the time that we prepared the 
11   original statement on September 25, 2008 we had not had 
12   the opportunity to review the recently released DEIS. 
13               Now upon review of the impacts presented in 
14   the DEIS, the historic Fells Point Community is 
15   amending its Community Statement.  The key amendment is 
16   that the only option acceptable to the historic Fells 
17   Point community is to tunnel under either Fleet Street 
18   or Eastern Avenue, with Fleet Street being our 
19   preference.  A surface alignment would not be 
20   acceptable. 
21               The Analysis summarized in the DEIS 
1   indicates that due primarily to parking, congestion, 
2   and neighborhood character impacts the logical choice 
3   for a Red Line in Fells Point is to put it in an 
4   underground tunnel and make it a Light Rail Transit 
5   System. 
6               We were pleased to learn that the Greater 
7   Baltimore Committee, the Central Maryland 
8   Transportation Alliance, and the City of Baltimore have 
9   all endorsed Alternative 4C which includes Light Rail 
10   Transit and tunneling under Fells Point. 
11               We would like to reiterate that we are very 
12   much in favor of improved public transport in Baltimore 
13   and we are grateful to all who have worked diligently 
14   in studying the proposed Red Line.  Thank you. 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Fleet Street. 
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Sent: Mon 1/5/2009 1:37 PM 
To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment

 

 
Attn: Diane Ratcliffe  

 

From: Robert C. Keith  

Fells Point Task Force  

831 South Bond Street  

Baltimore, MD 21231  

 

Neighborhood livability and a scenic waterfront drive must not be sacrificed 

on the altar of cost-effectiveness rules of a federal program that expires this 

year. The New York Times addressed this issue in an editorial this morning:  

 

"The new administration could further help mass transit by shelving the 

unfair "cost effectiveness index" the President Bush put in place several 

years ago for new transit programs. The net effect of this index was to make 

it easier to bid highways and almost impossible to use federal money for 

buses, streetcars, light rail, trolleys--indeed any commuter-rail projects."  

 

My views are spelled out in the following article, which is being prepared for 

publication:  

 
Red Line --- The Rush to Alternative 4C  
By Robert C. Keith  
 
The Maryland Transit Administration gave the public a deadline of January 5 
to submit comments about the proposed Red Line east-west transit service, 
but Mayor Sheila Dixon and Baltimore County Executive Jim Smith couldn’t 
wait to see what their constitutents have to say.  

 

The Cooks Lane alignment was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
to most directly serve major activity centers such as the Social Security 
Administration, Security Square Mall, and CMS. A tunnel was selected for 
Cooks Lane to minimize impacts that would have occurred with surface 
alternatives on Cooks Lane. 
 
The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. The tunnel alternative 
between wildwood Parkway and Calverton Road in the AA/DEIS was located 
under Franklin Street as opposed to Edmondson Avenue due to engineering 
infeasibility of placing the tunnel alignment under the existing US 40 bridge 
over the Gwynns Falls. 
 
In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need. 
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They publicized their support of a mixed tunnel/surface alignment called “4C” 
at a ceremony at Security Square Mall December 11, 
falling in lockstep with the Greater Baltimore Committee which announced its 
support for 4C October 27.  
 
The virtue of 4C, in the eyes of its advocates, is the potential to mold the 
alignments to fit the complicated cost-effectiveness formulas of the Bush 
Administration’s “New Starts” program in order to get the Feds to pick up half 
the tab.  
 
However, if our political leaders took the time to study the public comments, 
they would find that the Red Line 4C they are urging Governor O’Malley to 
sign off on differs sharply in several respects from the Red Line alignments 
many of their constituents would like to see given priority consideration now.  
 
Because of the unresolved controversies on the east and west sides, and the 
current rules of the tight-fisted New Starts program that limit their choices, 
the MTA and elected officials may want to go ahead now with a core 
segment--West Baltimore MARC station to Central Avenue--and work on a 
followup proposal for submission later this year when the landscape for 
funding infrastructure projects has brightened in Washington.  
 
The 14-mile, $1.6 billion Alternative 4C avidly supported by the political 
leaders is a substantial cut back from the 18.4-mile, $2.7 billion Red Line 
envisioned in the Baltimore Region Rail System Plan of 2002. That plan put 
only 3.9 miles on the surface; the rest was in tunnel (7.4 miles) or propped up 
in the air (8.1 miles).  
 
On the West Side, today’s Alternative 4C would tunnel under Cooks Lane to 
a park & ride lot at the east end of I-70, continue from there to the 
headquarters of Social Security and Security Square Mall, and terminate at 
the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services. That seems reasonable 
enough for a cross-town rail line, until you consider that many commuters to 
these major workplaces come from the west and surrounding neighborhoods.  
 
Commuters coming from the east already have use of the MTA’s premium 
Quickbus service, the No. 40 hybrid bus which comes through downtown 
from Middle River. This line was created by the Ehrlich Administration as a 
stalking horse for the Red Line during the 
 

The Preferred Alternative includes a pedestrian tunnel that connects the 
Red Line Inner Harbor station with the existing Charles Center Metro 
station.  This connection would not require the user to exit the transit 
system and will directly connect mezzanine levels of each station. 
 

There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses.  As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use.  Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail).  The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost.  In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 
The Red Line will be constructed in compliance with all Federal and State 
floodplain requirements.  In particular, entrances to underground stations 
and tunnels will be constructed above an elevation of 12.2 feet above mean 
sea level.  The 100-year storm elevation with wave action is 11.2 feet above 
mean sea level.  The established elevation for the Red Line is more 
conservative than the standing 100-year floodplain elevation as it accounts 
for the effects of wind and waves.  An additional one foot has been added 
to the standard elevation to be even more conservative.   
 
Constructing light rail along the length of Edmondson Avenue in tunnel by 
the cut and cover method, as opposed to tunnel boring, would still be 
significantly more expensive than constructing the surface alignment that is 
presently part of the Preferred Alternative. The estimate for tunnel along 
Edmondson Avenue is $525 Million dollars more than surface.  Although cut  
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four-year interregnum when it grudgingly took on the design responsibility for 
the proposed transit service. Does the No. 40 bus demonstrate a rider 
demand sufficient to justify an upgrading to light rail in this sector? Curiously, 
the MTA doesn’t even make the No. 40 stop at the informal but easily 
expandable I-70 park & ride that exists at the north end of Cooks Lane today.  
 
Many west side residents would prefer to see the Red Line light rail skip 
Cooks Lane altogether, and remain on the wide stretch of route 40/Baltimore 
Pike to a park & ride facility at Westview Mall. There the line would be well 
positioned for a future leap to Ellicott City, where it could capture riders of 
“choice” even before they take to the Interstates on weekday mornings.  
East of Cooks Lane, Alternative 4C has run into a buzzsaw. Residents in the 
Allendale area, where Route 40/Edmonson Avenue tightens like a vise, are 
insisting that the Red Line be put in tunnel in front of their homes--some of 
which are practically on the street already--or not be built at all. MTA’s 
consultant engineers say they can’t design a tunnel under Edmonson 
Avenue at that point because of a bridge that blocks the way at Hillen Street. 
The MTA claims that Alternative 4C requires no purchase of homes 
anywhere along the route, but it’s difficult to see how this impasse can be 
resolved any other way in fairness to the residents most heavily impacted.  
* * * *  
Downtown, the Red Line Alternative C dives into a Lombard Street tunnel 
that connects with the existing Metro Subway only by means of what former 
city transportation planner Gerry Neily describes as a “sterile, wasteful, and 
potentially scary two block long pedestrian tunnel.”  
 
Even worse, the MTA disguises the connectivity failure with this shamefully 
misleading statement on page 5-5 of the Executive Summary for the Red 
Line Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS): “The Red Line will 
connect directly to the Central Light Rail line and Metro Subway, making 
east-west/north-south trips seamless.” The separate technical report on 
“Stations” in the DEIS doesn’t discuss the underground station at Lombard 
and Light streets at all, and only includes a drawing showing the 600-foot 
pedestrian tunnel--the length of two football fields--without comment.  

and cover could potentially decrease the $525 Million dollar cost, it would 
be only a minor reduction. In addition, construction impacts would be 
significantly greater with cut and cover than with bored tunnel, including 
wider limits of disturbance. 
 
The extension of the current Metro service (the Green Line) would be a 
separate MTA initiative outside the scope of the Red Line project.  The 
Preferred Alternative for the Red Line proposes service to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center Campus including two stations: the Bayview 
Campus and Bayview MARC.  The MTA is proposing a new Bayview MARC 
station which would have a direct connection to the Red Line station.  There 
is also a 650 space park-and-ride facility proposed at the Bayview MARC 
station. 
 
The Yellow Line would be a separate project from the Red Line. The Yellow 
Line would be able to be accommodated with the current profile of the Red 
Line. The Yellow Line would be accommodated at a lower elevation than 
both the existing Metro tunnel under Baltimore Street, and the Red Line 
under Lombard Street.   
 
The Baltimore Regional Rail System Plan was a Vision Plan for a regional rail 
system in the greater Baltimore Area. It was a plan to guide MTA and MDOT 
in prioritizing projects for planning, design and construction. It was a 
conceptual guide and is not necessary to revise. 
 
Various alternatives were analyzed in the AA/DEIS to use the Eastern 
Avenue/Fleet Street corridors.  These alternatives were not selected as part 
of the Preferred Alternative due to lack of feasibility or high capital costs.  
Key reasons that the Eastern/Fleet Alternatives were not selected are 
described below: 

Tunnel Option: A tunnel alternative along Eastern Avenue from the 
Downtown area to the Norfolk Southern right-of-way, north of Eastern 
Avenue, was considered.  The costs of this alternative, due to both the 
tunnel and underground stations, would increase the cost of the Red Line by 
$412 million, in year of expenditure dollars.  
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The 2002 Rail Systems Plan stresses the importance of providing direct, 
“escalator” transfers between the rail lines at key points, including Charles 
Center and Camden Yards downtown. With these connections, each line 
offers all its stations as destinations to passengers on the other lines, and the 
resultant synergy builds the ridership of all lines.  

 
The 2002 Plan shows the proposed Yellow Line making the necessary 
connections downtown, arcing up from Camden Station to Light Street, 
stopping at Inner Harbor, crossing under the Metro Subway at Baltimore 
Street, and continuing north to Penn Station and beyond. I made a pitch for 
this alignment late in 2007, but the MTA’s deputy administrator, Henry Kay, 
turned it down for inclusion in the DEIS, noting that the MTA alternatives--
which he called “official” alternatives at the December 13 Citizens’ Advisory 
Council meetings--”are the product of fours years of intensive evaluation and 
public input.” The DEIS cited an unsatisfactory cost-effectiveness score as a 
basis for rejection, but carried forth four MTA alternative whose scores were 
worse.  
 
The Red Line DEIS makes no mention of the Yellow Line. Yet, until a 
segment of this line is funded and put in place, the Red Line will have a 
longer walking connection with Metro at Charles Center than the existing light 
rail line has with Metro at Lexington Market, and passengers on Metro will 
have no better rail links to Harborplace, the Convention Center and Camden 
Yards than they have today.  
* * * *  
On the East Side, Red Line Alternative 4C appears to offer sufficient 
tunneling to satisfy the needs of the mushrooming office, hotel and 
residential developments at Harbor East and Harbor Point and protect the 
narrow streets of the Fells Point Historic District, but the plans to bring the 
trains to the surface on Boston Street through flood-resistant high-walled 
portals have residents there up in arms.  
 
The Canton Community Association complains that one of Baltimore’s most 
beautiful waterfront vistas--a state-designated Scenic Byway--will be 
sacrificed to a llght rail service that not only obstructs the view and displaces 
parking and travel lanes, but sends trains through in each direction every 
eight minutes that primarily serve riders from Harbor East, Canton Crossing, 
Brewers Hill and Bayview, and only 

 

Eastern-Fleet surface LRT Option: Three surface options were considered in 
the DEIS.  Option one maintained two-way traffic on Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with elimination of all parking on one side of each street.  Light 
rail tracks would be separated with one directional track along Eastern 
Avenue and the other directional track along Fleet Street.  Each of the other 
two surface options created one-way streets on both Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with one lane for traffic, one lane for light rail, and two lanes for 
parking.  Due to the existing street widths, sidewalk widths, and building 
face locations, Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street could not be widened for 
the inclusion of light rail.  All of the surface options were deemed infeasible 
because of the impacts to parking or impacts to roadway capacity and local 
access. Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report - 2012 Update for 
additional information. 
 
The National Scenic Byways Program is a Federal Highway Administration 
program established to help recognize, preserve and enhance selected 
roads throughout the US.  A portion of Boston Street within the project 
study corridor is part of the Star-Spangled Banner Scenic Byway, a 100+ mile 
byway that provides views of and access to historic resources.  The Red Line 
would not affect the function or designation of the Boston Street route as 
part of the scenic byway. 
 
Two alternatives which incorporated Heavy Rail were considered in the 
AA/DEIS for the Red Line.  They were described in Chapter 2, page 29 of the 
AA/DEIS.  Each of these alternatives were proposed by members of the 
public.   
 
The first of the two alternatives was a full Heavy Rail Alternative from Social 
Security Administration to Greektown, 14.3 miles.  This alternative was 
estimated to cost $2.383 Billion in 2007 dollars.  The alternative was not 
carried forward through full analysis in the AA/DEIS due to its high capital 
cost as compared to Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives being 
studied.   The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line in the FEIS has a cost of 
$2.575 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  The year-of-expenditure 
dollars are based on a schedule that has the Red Line opening in 2021 and 
escalation  
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incidentally the residents of Canton, many of whom live well to the north.  
 
The Waterfront Coalition, a group representing leaders of the major 
community groups of Fells Point and Canton, reports “absolutely NO support” 
for dedicated transit lanes on the surface of Boston Street, and calls instead 
for bringing the premium Metro subway surface out of the ground from its 
present terminus at Hopkins Hospital and extending it eastward by surface 
and aerial support to Hopkins’ sister medical center at Bayview. Light rail 
connections between Bayview and Canton Crossing would be made over an 
inactive Norfolk Southern right of way alongside Haven Street, with an 
Eastern Avenue station serving Highlandtown and Greektown.  
This plan, advocated by the Fells Point Task Force for several years, would 
link the two hospitals, provide service to the burgeoning Biotech Center north 
of Hopkins, and offer quick transport into the city for commuters coming in 
from Route 40 and the Interstates. MTA’s engineers have identified nearly a 
thousand park and ride spaces--with additional open land nearby--at the 
Bayview site, compared to only 100 “iffy” spaces in the Canton Crossing 
area. With the slump in the economy and the current struggles of the 1st 
Mariner Bank to recover, the timing of further development in this area may 
be iffy as well. Once Canton Crossing is built out, an hourly MARC rail 
service to the airport could be brought in on the Norfolk Southern freight 
track, alongside whatever light rail or streetcar service is available at the 
time.  
 
The incoming O’Malley Administration decided to extend the Red Line to 
Bayview from Canton Crossing in the spring of 2007, utilizing the right of way 
alongside Haven Street. The MTA had the Bayview extension scoped and 
documented, without public process, prior to convening the Citizens’ 
Advisory Council that September. There’s no evidence that the alternative of 
extending the Metro subway to Bayview, tied in with seamless connections 
downtown, was even considered.  
 
Will the alignments carrying strong community support be considered in the 
final stages of Red Line planning, either as alternatives or, in some 
instances, future add-ons to the system? The MTA risks collapse of federal 
funding if they aren’t. 

 

occurring at a rate of +3.1% per year.  Escalating the previously studied 
Heavy Rail Alternative capital cost at the same rate that is being used for the 
Preferred Alternative, with a project opening in 2021 and a mid-point of 
construction in the year 2018, yields a year-of-expenditure capital cost of 
$3.334 Billion.  This cost estimate for Heavy Rail is $759 Million higher than 
the Preferred Alternative.  This 30% cost differential still renders the Heavy 
Rail Alternative as too costly when compared with the Preferred Alternative.  
In addition, there are other aspects of this proposed Heavy Rail Alternative 
that could bring into question its feasibility, could lead to higher capital 
costs, and/or create environmental impacts that would need to be 
addressed with associated costs, if the Alternative were to be studied more 
thoroughly.  These include constructing adjacent to the Amtrak Northeast 
corridor and within Amtrak right-of-way, constructing connections with the 
existing Baltimore Metro and the need to shut down Metro service while 
that construction occurred, likely six to nine months at a minimum, 
additional property takes along Amtrak right-of-way, visual impacts of aerial 
alignment from Orangeville to Greektown, potential 4(f) impacts to being in 
tunnel under Leakin Park due to associated ventilation or emergency egress 
that may be required, and viability of an at-grade alignment along I-70. 
 
The second of the two alternatives was not a full Heavy Rail Alternative, but 
a combination of three modes – Heavy Rail, Light Rail, and Streetcar.  The 
Heavy Rail component extended the existing Metro from Johns Hopkins 
Hospital to the Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center.  From CMS to the 
western portion of downtown, the Alternative would be light rail similar to 
the Preferred Alternative.  Upon entering downtown, the light rail would be 
in surface to Camden Yards, and then would be in tunnel to the existing 
Charles Center Metro Station.   The third component would be a streetcar 
from Camden Yards, with surface operations along Pratt Street and through 
Harbor East, Fells Point, Canton, Canton Crossing, and Haven Street to the 
Amtrak right-of-way, ending at Edison Highway.  The streetcar alternative 
would run in mixed traffic along the surface.  This Alternative was estimated 
to have a capital cost of $1.8 Billion in 2007 dollars.  Escalated at 3.1% per 
year yields a cost of $2.518 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  This cost 
is comparable to the Preferred Alternative, just as it was similar to the costs  
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Nancy Braymer of Canton has addressed this reminder to the Mayor’s Office 
and others, referring to the requirements of the National Environmental 
Protection Act (NEPA) process for obtaining Federal funding: “The U.S. 
Department of Transportation requires that ‘(d)uring the draft EIS stage all 
reasonable alternatives, or the reasonable range of alternatives, should be 
considered and discussed at a comparable level of detail to avoid any 
indication of a bias towards a particular alternative(s).’"  
 
While the MTA and city officials weigh the costly alternatives, they should 
look at an approach to transit in the Southeast suggested by Deputy 
Administrator Kay when he was working for the Greater Baltimore Committee 
in 2006:  
 
“Let’s make it faster to the west and slower to the east. From President 
Street west the alignment can have a downtown tunnel, a mile of existing 
right of way, and relatively wide surface streets to its terminus....East of 
President Street it’s all about the neighborhoods. Distances are shorter, 
parking is at a premium, and there is justification for closer station spacing. 
Small, low floor vehicles would work equally well on both ends, and if the 
demands of a scheduled west side don’t match up with an unpredicble east 
side we can have two lines that overlap in the middle. This leaves the need 
for a regional connection from the east unaddressed, but we can take that 
one on with the Green Line.”  
 
A Portland-style streetcar running in traffic, without replacing travel lanes or 
parking lanes, is exactly what the Charles Street development group has 
been seeking for several years, without being allowed by the city and state to 
ask for federal assistance.  
 
Is it time for our political leaders to grab on to the Charles Street project, 
expand it with an extension into the Southeast (with full public participation in 
the planning), and go for funding under the federal Small Starts program? 
This program provides assistance for projects costing under $250 million, 
with easier rules and the possibility of construction within a couple years.  
 
The writer is a member of the Fells Point Task Force and Senate appointee 
to the Red Line Citizens’ Advisory Council.  

of the light rail and bus rapid transit alternatives in the AA/DEIS.  The 

reasons this alternative were not studied further in the AA/DEIS are: 

 Many east-west trips through the corridor would require transfers 

due to the multiple modes, increasing transit travel time and 

decreasing ridership. 

  All of the streetcar component requires sharing lanes with traffic, 

which degrades both vehicular traffic movements, as well as transit 

travel times, and would reduce ridership.  

 Introducing a new mode, streetcar, requires an additional new 

maintenance facility for streetcars and introduces a new mode of 

transit to Baltimore, which does not improve transit efficiency. 

Refer to Section 2.4.2 in the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for additional information. 
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14               MR. VICTOR CORBIN:  Okay.  My name is 
15   Victor Corbin. 
16               Victor, V-I-C-T-O-R.  Corbin, C-O-R-B-I-N. 
17   I'm the President of Fells Prospect Community 
18   Association which is located in Upper Fells Point. 
19               I actually went to Portland and I had 
20   changed my mind after seeing how Portland has such a 
21   great transit system.  I support this Red Line system 
1   and I hope that the MTA will do a slightly better job 
2   with their outreach to the communities. 
3               I also believe that the Red Line needs to 
4   be looked at in three different segments because I 
5   believe that the Red Line going from east to west, 
6   there are three areas that are distinctly different and 
7   each area needs to be promoted and sold the Red Line 
8   system in different ways. 
9               Fells Point, Canton, can be utilizing the 
10   Red Line as an opportunity to move people to downtown 
11   and for tours.  However, when you have the west part of 
12   the Red Line, it's a very depressed part of the city 
13   and needs to be utilized as an economic development 
14   tool. 
15               I feel that the communities, there needs to 
16   be a better outreach on the west side to convince 
17   people that the Red Line is a good thing and an 
18   opportunity for that part of the city.  I also believe 
19   that the MTA does need to go back and admit the 
20   mistakes that were made with the current Light Rail 
21   system. 
1               I think that's where people are afraid, 
2   especially on the west side, that the MTA is going to 
3   repeat the mistakes that it has made with the Howard 
4   Street Line.  Howard Street was depressed and it 
5   basically, that was the nail in the coffin for the 
6   Howard Street area. 
7               So I believe that the Red Line is a good 
8   thing for the city.  We definitely need mass transit in 
9   order to become a great city.  I definitely support it. 
10   However, I think that the MTA just needs to fine tune 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
The status of land use and economic development in the Howard Street 
corridor cannot be directly attributed to the existence of light rail. Prior to 
the initiation of light rail in the early 1990s, the Howard Street corridor had 
already been changing from its existence as a major retail corridor in the 
1960s and 1970s to a corridor in economic decline. Economic development 
in the Howard Street corridor has begun to occur in the last decade.  
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11   its way of going out to the communities and how it 
12   sells the system.  Thank you. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 

Crosswalks and sidewalk improvements would be made at the intersection 
of Ingleside Avenue, Security Boulevard, and North Forest Park Avenue to 
connect the I-70 Park and Ride with the Gwynns Falls Trail. MTA will work 
with local governments to add sidewalks where needed to serve the Red 
Line. 

Kernan Hospital is serviced by the #15 bus line at Windsor Mill Drive and 
Kernan Drive and will continue to be served by the proposed feeder #15W 
with connections to the Security Square and Rosemont Stations. 
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20               MR. DONALD FRY:  Good afternoon.  Donald 
21   Fry.  D-O-N-A-L-D.  Fry, F-R-Y.  I'm President and CEO 
1   of the Greater Baltimore Committee.  Our address is 111 
2   South Calvert Street, Suite 1700, Baltimore, Maryland, 
3   21202.  I appreciate the opportunity to be here today 
4   and speak on behalf of the Red Line, and also to 
5   express our support for Alternative 4C. 
6               The Greater Baltimore Committee has been 
7   involved in regional transportation for almost its 
8   entire 53-year existence, has been supportive of the 
9   regional rail plan and the Red Line since 2002 when it 
10   first came out publicly.  I had the pleasure to serve 
11   on the regional rail plan advisory committee in 
12   creating so. 
13               We think that the Red Line provides 
14   tremendous opportunities for the region.  First of all, 
15   it creates 17,000 construction job opportunities.  It 
16   services 7,500 businesses, 192,000 workers in those 
17   areas. 
18               We've had an opportunity to review the 
19   various alternatives that have been submitted and think 
20   that Alternative 4C is clearly the best one. 
21   Certainly, we think that no-build is not an option.  We 
1   think that the transportation enhancements or the 
2   trans-enhancements are not sufficient to address the 
3   demands and the needs that we currently have in 
4   Baltimore and the region. 
5               When we look at bus rapid transit, we think 
6   that that's really not as viable as an alternative 
7   because it doesn't provide the ridership that is equal 
8   to what Light Rail does and also does not meet the cost 
9   benefit ratios that we think are going to be 
10   competitive when you look at it from a federal level. 
11               When we look at the alternatives for Light 
12   Rail, we think 4C provides the best opportunities.  You 
13   do have two tunnel locations, one at Cooks Lane where 
14   we have a very congested area and I don't think surface 
15   Light Rail would work sufficiently. And, certainly, 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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16   looking at a tunnel in the downtown Baltimore area 
17   continuing to the east side, we think that that's 
18   certainly necessary to have a tunnel throughout so you 
19   don't mess with the business operations and also the 
20   very tight and narrow streets that you have in the 
21   city. 
1               We also believe that when you look at the 
2   numbers, when you look at the ridership numbers and you 
3   look at the benefits from an environmental perspective, 
4   when you look at the cost savings and the ridership 
5   savings and time, we think that the cost benefit 
6   analysis of 4C is competitive enough that with, 
7   obviously, some value engineering, with opportunities 
8   as we move forward on this process as the MTA has a 
9   chance to hear various suggestions, we believe firmly 
10   that that would be a project that would be very 
11   competitive at the federal level.  Something that we 
12   really need. 
13               More than anything else, the Light Rail 
14   line, the Red Line, provides connectivity which we 
15   currently don't have.  For the first time, we have the 
16   beginning of a true transit system rather than just 
17   transit lines that don't have any connection.  We think 
18   that's vital for the economic growth of this region. 
19               I have a written statement to submit as 
20   well and I thank you for your time. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 
The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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Greater WestHills Association comments are located under IDs 70 and 71; 
responses to these comments are combined below.  
 
The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct 
mail and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 
homeowners and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and 
over 1,450 individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA 
held five sets of open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four 
rounds of Community Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact 
sheets were mailed to 249 religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight 
community meetings were held between September 2005 and March 2008. 
In 2006, the Maryland General Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line 
Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The CAC advised the MTA on impacts, 
opportunities and community concerns about the Baltimore Red Line 
through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 2012 seventeen 
Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed to provide input on 
the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs met approximately 
ten times during that time frame. 
 
Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. 
Additionally, regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been 
distributed to subscribers to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout 
planning, project information was made available at 34 resource hubs 
throughout the project area. MTA also made available a Red Line project 
website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). Downloadable materials 
included a map and simulation of the Preferred Alternative, photos, fliers, e-
newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 

Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 

Public input was an integral part of selecting a Preferred Alternative. Since 
2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program. Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
The MTA has met with and consulted with the Greater West Hills 
Association.  

All consultants on the Red Line project have been contracted within the 
State of Maryland procurement law. 

The FTA Office of Civil Rights has reviewed the environmental justice and 
Title VI complaints and either dismissed or found them insufficient.  The FTA 
has not found any violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act or the 
Community Right to Know Act. 
 
In addition, Section 5.4 of the FEIS sets forth the detailed analysis 
performed to evaluate whether the Red Line would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects to minority and low-income communities that would result from the 
construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative. Since the AA/DEIS 
was published, the MTA has continued extensive public outreach with 
communities throughout the corridor, updated the environmental justice 
analysis with the 2010 US Census data, and continued coordinating with the 
FTA Office of Civil Rights. Refer to FEIS Chapters 5 and 8. 
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7               MR. WARREN SMITH:  Warren Smith, 
8   W-A-R-R-E-N, S-M-I-T-H. 
9               MS. LESLIE SALGADO:  Thank you.  Okay. 
10               MR. WARREN SMITH:  I'm in opposition of the 
11   design of this process.  Reason being, right now the 
12   city and the agencies are promoting 4C.  Communities 
13   have not had a proper voice.  If you're having public 
14   hearings, we're supposed to be the decider of what's 
15   best for us. 
16               This whole process has been a dictatorship 
17   by the state, now the city, to suggest to residents of 
18   Baltimore City and County, what's best for us.  We have 
19   not had a listened-to voice.  I've known of this 
20   project for three years.  Not any of my suggestions 
21   have been listened to. 
1               I represent the community of West Hills, 
2   which starts at Cooks Lane at Security.  We are getting 
3   nothing out of it but destruction.  Our residents will 
4   not be able to go to Route 40 with the designed plan to 
5   shop, seek medical attention or any of the community 
6   needs that we need. 
7               Point in fact is, we don't even have bus 
8   service but yet you want to bring this rail system up 
9   Cooks Lane where I have homeowners who are first-time 
10   buyers and elderlies who have paid for their homes. 
11   And we don't know what the future hold. 
12               I also have to worry about the I-70 Park & 
13   Ride because in the DEIS it states that you need.64 
14   acres, which is 28,000 plus square feet on a street 
15   that's only 313 feet wide from front to back, which 
16   means that 12, 10, and 1100 block of Cooks Lane will be 
17   removed because you need an additional 280 feet. 
18               Where's the community's voice?  Even though 
19   this is the last of the process, the state hasn't 
20   listened.  We must go to the federal government to let 
21   them know how this dictatorship has taken place.  FTA 
1   must, we must stop this process.  Until the city 
2   entertains the neighborhoods, we have 44 different 
3   problems and you all have balled it up into one. 

Overall, the Red Line would improve accessibility for all communities 
including low-income and minority populations. While some impacts would 
occur within these communities, the impacts of the project on minority and 
low-income communities are not disproportionately high and adverse, and 
the project benefits these same communities by providing improved 
accessibility and faster, more reliable transit. 
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4               Each community, each neighborhood would 
5   like to have a voice in this, we know what we want in 
6   the future.  Plus, we're passing this bill to the 
7   youth, our children and grandchildren.  That's not fair 
8   when we're promised jobs in the future.  We're promised 
9   the crafts will hire them. 
10               But this day, our youth and the unions have 
11   not hired internships to give us an opportunity.  If 
12   you're not in the craft now, by the time this takes 
13   place, the craft will not hire those youth.  This is a 
14   tainted process.  Period. 
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18               MR. JASON FILIPPOU:  Sure.  I'm Jason 
19   Filippou, that's F, as in Frank, I-L-I-P-P-O-U. 
20               COURT REPORTER:  Spell your first name. 
21               MR. JASON FILIPPOU:  Jason, J-A-S-O-N.  I'm 
1   the Director of the Greektown CDC which represents the 
2   residents, businesses, faith-based organizations of the 
3   Greektown community. 
4               I'm here to support the Alternative 4C.  We 
5   think this will have a tremendous, positive impact on 
6   the business community as well as our housing 
7   developments.  The foot traffic that this would bring 
8   will justify major investment in our neighborhood. 
9               We also believe this will have a positive 
10   impact on the traffic congestion in our community. 
11   Over the past couple of years, I've witnessed dramatic 
12   increases in traffic and I think that this Red Line 
13   proposal is our only logical solution.  I can also say 
14   that there's a lot of young professionals in my 
15   community that is excited with the idea of being able 
16   to leave their cars at home and be able to take the 
17   Transit to work.  Also, connect with Washington, D.C. 
18               I think this will create jobs, positive 
19   development, and improve the overall quality of life in 
20   my neighborhood.  Thank you. 
 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Sun 1/4/2009 6:57 PM 
To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS Comment 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Gwynns Falls Trail Council  

  
800 WYMAN PARK DRIVE • BALTIMORE, MD 21211-2821 • USA 

PHONE:  410.448.5663/EXT 113 • FAX:  410.448.5895 
EMAIL:  INFO@GWYNNSFALLSTRAIL.ORG 

 

January 4, 2009  

 

Red Line 
c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 Saint Paul Street 
9th Floor 

Baltimore, MD  21202 
 

Re:  DEIS Comment 

 
Dear Sir or Madam: 

 
The Gwynns Falls Trail Council is a signatory to the Red Line 

Compact and supports the 4C light rail alignment.  The Council 

encourages the MTA to develop the Red Line Corridor in a 
coordinated manner that benefits both the affected communities and 

the Baltimore Region as a whole.  We are particularly interested in 
the I-70 Park & Ride Station at Security Boulevard its status as a 

multi-modal terminus, and its potential to connect and enhance the 
adjacent communities in Baltimore City and Baltimore County.  Some 

specific suggestions are as follows: 

1.    The station should be closely linked to the existing Gwynns Falls 
Trail trailhead, and access to and from the station and the trailhead 

should be pedestrian and bicycle friendly. 
2.    The station should provide convenient links to the surrounding 

communities – bus, bicycle, and pedestrian. 

 

Gwynns Falls Trail Council comments are located under IDs 73 and 74; the 
responses to these comments are combined below.  
 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was light rail transit with tunnels 
under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other 
portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 
2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 

The following responses are numbered to align with the numbers in the 
comments.   
 
1.  The station location is close to the Gwynn’s Falls Trail trailhead. The 
current alternative has proposed improvements to sidewalks and crosswalks 
for pedestrian access. Dedicated bicycle access is not in the current design. 
 
2.  The current alternative includes a park-and-ride facility that will provide 
parking for cars and bus interaction. Selected sidewalk improvements are 
proposed to provide pedestrian access to the station. Currently there are no 

mailto:info@gwynnsfallstrail.org
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3.    The development of the station should add amenities such as 

restrooms and convenience facilities to the trailhead/station. 

4.    Parking should be designed to serve both the station and the 
trail head and to prohibit the parking of commercial trucks. 

5.    Loading areas should be available for local and long-distance 
buses. 

6.    The light rail vehicles and stations should be designed to 

accommodate bicycles. 
7.    The design of the station area should provide vehicle exits in 

both a northerly and southerly direction.  I. E., vehicles coming from 
I-695 should be able to exit toward both Edmondson Avenue and 

Social Security HQ. 
8.    The design of the station area should provide vehicle entrances 

from both a northerly and southerly direction.  I. E., vehicles 

traveling to I-695 should be able to enter from both the directions – 
from Edmondson Avenue and from Social Security HQ. 

9.    All unnecessary access ramps and cloverleaf areas should be 
removed. 

10. The I-70 spur from I-695 to the station/park & ride/trailhead 

should be reduced to a boulevard with a maximum of two travel 
lanes in each direction. 

11. The I-70 Boulevard should be serpentine in design to eliminate 
the drag racing that currently occurs on the existing highway. 

12. The new rail line should use space reclaimed from the reduction 

in width of the I-70 spur rather than be built on undeveloped land 
beside I-70 as shown in the preliminary design. 

13. The maximum possible impervious surface along the I-70 spur 
should be removed both to improve storm water runoff and to 

beautify the area. 
14. The Gwynns Falls Trail should be extended to run beside the Red 

Line to the Social Security Station. 

 
Again, The Gwynns Falls Trail Council supports the Building of the 

Red Line and the development of the Red Line Corridor, and looks 
forward to working with you on this project. 

 

Best regards, 
William F. Eberhart, Jr. 

Chair 

 

bicycle access improvements proposed with this project. Bicycle parking is 
being considered in the current station design. 

3.  There are no public restrooms or convenience facilities current planned 
for this site. 

4.  Parking at the station could be used by persons intending to use the trail. 
Dedicated parking for Gwynn’s Falls Trail trailhead access is currently under 
review and decisions will be made later in design.  

5.  There is no dedicated area for non-MTA local buses and long distance 
bus lines in the current alternative but non-MTA bus lines could still pick-up 
and discharge passengers.  

6.  Accommodations for bicycles at both stations and on vehicles will be 
made.  

7.  The I-70 station will be accessible from I-70, Security Boulevard, Forest 
Park Avenue, Cooks Lane and Parallel Drive.  

8.  Same comment and response as #7. 

9.  It has not yet been determined whether access ramps or cloverleafs will 
be removed by the Red Line project. 

10.  I-70 will transition from a high speed highway to a lower speed limit 
roadway as it approaches Cooks Lane. 

11.  The end of I-70 will not be redesigned to be serpentine.  

12.  The current alternative utilizes the existing I-70 roadway (on the north 
side) for the rail line.   

13.  Ultimately impervious surface will be removed.  It has not yet been 
determined if it will be removed as part of the Red Line project or as a 
separate initiative.  

14.  The Red Line project does not currently include an extension of the 
Gwynns Falls Trail. 
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14               MR. WILLIAM EBERHART:  Good morning.  I'm 
15   Bill Eberhart, William Eberhart, W-I-L-L-I-A-M, 
16   E-B-E-R-H-A-R- T, and it's Jr., 1719 North Forest Park 
17   Avenue, 21207.  I'm also the chair of the Glens Falls 
18   Trail Council, which is an organization that promotes 
19   the Glens Falls Trail which runs from the Park & Ride 
20   at I-70 down to the Inner Harbor and Middle Branch Park 
21   and a board member of Baltimore Heritage.  And the 
1   Trail Council is a signer of the compact, as is 
2   Baltimore Heritage, and I believe I am a supporter of 
3   the Red Line as is the Glens Falls Trail Council. 
4               And we believe that the Red Line offers an 
5   opportunity for people on the west side of town to get 
6   good transportation.  I can remember when we had street 
7   cars out here which allowed us to get downtown.  And 
8   since they've, the buses just don't work well. 
9               But the Red Line should provide economic 
10   development.  I was on one of the trips to Portland, 
11   Oregon, not the most recent trip but the first one, and 
12   Portland took the opportunity when they built their new 
13   light rail system and their street car to do an 
14   economic development along those two lines.  And they 
15   worked with the community, which I think the Compact 
16   will allow the MTA and the city to work with the 
17   community to get economic development, to get 
18   improvement. 
19               The Baltimore Heritage, we hired an intern 
20   to work with the communities along the Red Line 
21   Corridor to try to get additional improvements to some 
1   of these communities.  And based on historic 
2   preservation, which there is a lot of historic 
3   buildings along the Red Line corridor, the Park & Ride 
4   at I-70 provides an opportunity to connect the Red 
5   Line, not only to the highway system but also to the 
6   trail system, so that people could commute through the 
7   park on the trail. 
8               We've noticed since we've opened that Park 
9   & Ride trail head that we get a lot more users on the 

The MTA is a signatory of the Baltimore City Red Line Community Compact. 
The MTA considers the Community compact to be a framework of guiding 
principles to be applied to the Red Line project. 
 
 



ID 74:  [Gwynns] Falls Trail Council   December 2012 

  

 

 A-138 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

10   trail, the Red Line has an opportunity to provide kind 
11   of a gateway to the city for both cars, transit and 
12   bicycles and pedestrians. 
13               So I am in support of the Red Line.  I 
14   think the Red Line and the Red Line Compact provides 
15   the way for the communities to work together with the 
16   public to get this done.  Thank you. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. The Preferred Alternative avoids impacts to Gwynns 
Falls/Leakin Park. 

1.  Stormwater management would be implemented to manage runoff for 
all project disturbances in accordance with criteria established by the 
Maryland Department of the Environment. Stormwater management 
facilities are required to address water quality and quantity requirements 
associated with new development and redevelopment activities associated 
with the project through practices consistent with Environmental Site 
Design (ESD) criteria established by the Stormwater Management Act of 
2007 and design criteria of the Revised Chapter 5 of the 2000 Maryland 
Stormwater Design Manual.  In addition to these requirements, increases to 
peak 100-year discharge rates resulting from increases in impervious areas 
associated with construction of the Preferred Alternative must be  
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attenuated within the Jones Falls, Gwynns Falls, and Herring Run inter-
jurisdictional waterways. Increases to the peak discharge rates and 
subsequent storage requirements are determined using the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service’s Technical Release 55 (TR-55), Urban 
Hydrology for Small Watersheds. 

Based on current MDE SWM Guidelines, an estimated 38 acres of 
impervious surface would need to be treated to meet stormwater 
management requirements for the project.  Stormwater management 
treatment would intercept, filter, and attenuate runoff from all project 
disturbances through a combination of linear bioretention and underground 
quantity management. 

2. The effects on biota are discussed in Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 

3. Per current MDE stormwater permit requirements, water quality 
treatment must be provided through ESD practices to the maximum extent 
practicable to manage site runoff generated from the first inch of rainfall 
from all net increases in site imperviousness, and for a minimum of 50 
percent of existing impervious area redeveloped through construction 
activities. Facilities would include ESD practices and Low Impact 
Development techniques such as rain gardens, bioretention facilities, water 
quality inlets, vegetative buffers, and manufactured BMPs, as well as other 
structural BMPs such as underground detention vaults, sand filters, and 
surface extended detention basins.  Due to the highly developed nature of 
the project study corridor and limited available space, surface water quality 
treatment is anticipated primarily through linear micro-bioretention planter 
boxes.  The micro-bioretention facilities provide landscaped areas to 
temporarily store and filter impervious runoff through the planting media 
prior to introduction to the closed pipe stormdrain network.  Micro-
bioretention planter boxes are generally proposed within the existing public 
right-of-way between the curb and sidewalk or sidewalk and right-of-way.  
For additional information on mitigation refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS.   

4. The Preferred Alternative avoids the majority of the potential floodplain 
impacts within the project study corridor.  Longitudinal crossings are 
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expressly discouraged pursuant to DOT Order 5650.2, and have been 
avoided because they would result in more floodplain fill, reducing 
conveyance and floodplain storage. All construction occurring within the 
FEMA designated 100-year floodplain must comply with FEMA approved, 

local floodplain construction requirements.  These requirements consider 
structural evaluations, fill levels, and grading elevations.  If, after compliance 
with the requirements of Executive Order 11988 and US DOT Order 5650.2, 
new construction of structures or facilities are to be located in a floodplain 
accepted floodproofing and other flood protection measures shall be 
applied to new construction or rehabilitation.  To achieve flood protection, 
wherever practicable, structures should be elevated above the base flood 
level rather than filling for culvert placement. For additional information on 
floodplains refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS.   
 

5. Environmental stewardship will be considered as the project moves 
forward into preliminary engineering. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 

The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line now includes a tunnel through 
Fells Point under Fleet Street not Aliceanna Street with a station located at 
Fleet Street and Central Avenue. With the decision to have a portal at 
Boston Street and Hudson Street/Montford Avenue, a tunnel under Fleet 
Street provided a better geographic transition. A tunnel from Fleet to 
Boston Streets only required one horizontal curve.  A tunnel from Fleet to 
Aliceanna Streets would have required an additional curve which would 
have increased capital costs and increased travel time. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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17               MS. MEGAN WILSON:  Hello.  My name is Megan 
18   Wilson.  I represent Hale Properties and I'm also a 
19   resident of Highlandtown.  I just wanted to let -- 
20               COURT REPORTER:  Spell your first and last 
21   name. 
1               MS. MEGAN WILSON:  M-E-G-A-N  W-I-L-S-O-N. 
2   Hale Properties is developing a large, transit-oriented 
3   development on the south side of Boston Street called 
4   Canton Crossing.  And we expect there to be over 6,000 
5   jobs in that development when it is all built out, 
6   including a lot of retail space and office space. 
7               So we're endorsing 4C.  It brings the Red 
8   Line right to the Canton Crossing doorstep.  Connects 
9   us to Bayview as well.  And just that it elevates the 
10   congestion that there already is coming from East 
11   Baltimore into Canton and Downtown.  Thanks. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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6               MS. JUDY BOULMETIS:  My name is Judy, 
7   J-U-D-Y, Boulmetis, B-O-U-L-M-E-T-I-S.  We have a 
8   business at 318 West Baltimore Street that is 
9   Hippodrome Hatters. 
10               The reason that I am speaking tonight is, 
11   first of all, I think the MTA has done a horrible job 
12   in accepting people's comments as far as changing any 
13   possible alternative as they came forward.  There was 
14   also an alternative that was recommended by the MTA/CAC 
15   that is not on this meeting. 
16               Right now, my concern is drawing 7 of - 
17   okay.  But is the light rail going on Baltimore Street, 
18   it is both ways.  They have blocked a parking garage 
19   that will affect my business horribly.  I went to all 
20   the open houses and nothing was done about it.  No 
21   changes. 
1               There's also, I understand that People's 
2   Counsel is not here tonight and they're supposed to be. 
3   I think that is very disturbing.  I think that until 
4   the MTA decides to become more flexible, while this 
5   project will probably go forward, it will not be as 
6   successful as Maryland needs and we do need good 
7   transportation. 
8               So, I thank you for your time and I will 
9   place this on the counter. 

The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel in downtown Baltimore under 
Lombard Street. The downtown surface option was not selected for this 
area. 
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Hunting Ridge Community Assembly comments are located under IDs 81 
and 82; the responses to these comments are combined below. 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).   In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information.  

The Cooks Lane alignment was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it most directly serves major activity centers such as the Social 
Security Administration, Security Square Mall, and CMS. A tunnel was 
selected for Cooks Lane to minimize impacts that would have occurred with 
surface alternatives on Cooks Lane. 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and  
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profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications. 

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or  
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temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction.  

The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Edmonson Avenue.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals 
with indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will 
provide adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of 
Edmondson Avenue.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the 
center of Edmondson Avenue for increased safety. 

It would be necessary to use protective measures to support building 
foundations as part of tunnel or station excavation, where unavoidable. 
These measures are often utilized to reduce potential for damage caused by 
construction-induced movement. 
 
Both the Cooks Lane tunnel and Downtown Tunnel alignments and stations 
have been planned to avoid construction beneath existing buildings and 
other structures wherever possible. However, there are a few areas where 
this cannot be avoided. In addition, in some other areas, existing structures 
would be very close to excavation sites or the tunnel’s alignment. In both of 
these cases, a variety of measures, including underpinning, grouting, and 
building external support frames or bracing structures would be used to 
protect nearby structures during and following construction. Types of 
protective measures for the Red Line include ground improvements, bracing 
structures, and underpinning nearby structures.  Prior to construction, pre-
construction conditions would be documented through baseline surveys 
and visual inspections for buildings that are directly adjacent to the 
alignment. These conditions can then be compared with any changes after 
construction and may be used as the basis for compensation. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 

The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 

The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
 



ID 86:  Irvington Community Association   December 2012 

  

 

 A-155 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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10               MS. MELISSA BROOME:  Melissa, 
11   M-E-L-I-S-S-A, Broome, B-R-O-O-M-E.  Good evening, my 
12   name is Melissa Broome and I'm the senior policy 
13   advocate at the job opportunities task force in 
14   Baltimore.  We are a Baltimore-based independent 
15   non-profit whose mission is to help low-wage workers 
16   move into high-wage jobs.  And we fully support the Red 
17   Line project for three reasons. 
18               The first is for the thousands of jobs that 
19   it will create.  The second is for the improved access 
20   to jobs that it will give to Baltimore residents.  We 
21   know from research that there's a lot of spacial 
1   mismatch when it comes to people being able to actually 
2   get to the good jobs that are available.  They're not 
3   all located right in the city.  So we support it for 
4   that. 
5               And then we also support it for the 
6   development that's bound to take place once the Red 
7   Line is in effect.  We know that business is going to 
8   spring up along the line. 
9               So, we fully support it for all three of 
10   those reasons.  But I did also want to point out that 
11   we also would like to encourage a local hiring 
12   agreement.  In the Red Line Community Compact, on page 
13   9, you cite the example in Portland, Oregon, of their 
14   economic empowerment strategy and their commitment to 
15   making sure that people, that local residents were, had 
16   access to these jobs. 
17               That's what we need to do in Baltimore.  We 
18   need to make sure that our residents are going to have 
19   the most access and opportunity to these jobs and not 
20   just any jobs but good jobs that pay strong wages and 
21   that are ongoing full-time positions. 
1               So, with that said, we fully support the 
2   project and we look forward to working with you if we 
3   can.  Thanks. 

Job Opportunities Task Force comments are located under IDs 87 and 88; 
the responses to these comments are combined below.  
 
The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. . 
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The MTA is a signatory of the Baltimore City Red Line Community Compact. 
The MTA considers the Community compact to be a framework of guiding 
principles to be applied to the Red Line project. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Johns Hopkins Real Estate comments are located under IDs 91 and 92; the 
responses to these comments are combined below.  
 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 

Through a separate initiative, the MTA and City of Baltimore are 
undertaking a study to construct a new MARC Station near the Johns 
Hopkins Bayview Medical Center Campus.  The proposed Bayview MARC 
Station would have a direct pedestrian connection to the Red Line Bayview 
MARC Station.   
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20               MR. BRIAN DEMBECK:  Sure.  Thank you.  Good 
21   evening.  My name is Brian Dembeck, B-R-I-A-N 
1   D-E-M-B-E-C-K and I am the Executive Director for Johns 
2   Hopkins Real Estate.  On behalf of Johns Hopkins I 
3   appreciate the opportunity to testify in support of the 
4   Red Line Alternative 4C. 
5               Johns Hopkins is in full support of the Red 
6   Line Alternative 4C.  It is the least disruptive to the 
7   residents, least costly to operate, the most 
8   environmentally friendly, and most advantageous for the 
9   cities businesses and residents. 
10               The Red Line Transit Project will provide a 
11   vital east-west connection across Baltimore City, a 
12   connection that has been needed for decades.  It would 
13   not only unite both sides of the City but also provide 
14   vital links to the existing north- south Light Rail, 
15   Metro Subway, and MARC Train Stations. 
16               Red Line Alternative C will cost 
17   approximately $1.6 billion and construction could begin 
18   as early 2012.  The multiplier effect of this $1.6 
19   billion investment is estimated to be $3.5 million and 
20   would generate 17,000 in construction jobs. 
21               Red Line Alternative C will provide 
1   convenient transportation to leisure destinations such 
2   as Oriole Park at Camden Yards, M&T Bank Stadium, First 
3   Mariner Arena, The Baltimore Convention Center, The 
4   National Aquarium in Baltimore, The Hippodrome Theater, 
5   and Harborplace.  These venues attract more than 12 
6   million people annually. 
7               Within the vicinity of the Red Line 
8   Alternative 4C Corridor there are 7,500 businesses, 
9   employing more than 192,000 workers.  Red Line 
10   Alternative C will support emerging new development at 
11   locations such as Inner Harbor East and Uplands as well 
12   as for revitalization efforts at Security Square Mall, 
13   Edmondson Village, Canton Crossing, Greektown and 
14   around the West Baltimore MARC Station. 
15               Red Line Alternative C will reduce the 
16   transit travel times by 39 minutes from one end of the 
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17   corridor to the other when compared to existing bus 
18   travel times.  More than 42,000 people per day are 
19   expected to use the Red Line Alternative 4C resulting 
20   in reduced commuter travel by 30 to 50 percent on 
21   average.  This would result in a reduction in air 
1   pollution of 566 kilograms per day. 
2               Building a world-class transit system 
3   coupled with the revitalization already taking place on 
4   both the east and west sides, as well as at our Bayview 
5   Campus, will make Baltimore economically more 
6   competitive in tough times like this and in good times 
7   as well for decades to come.  Thank you. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

Kernan Hospital is serviced by the #15 bus line at Windsor Mill Drive and 
Kernan Drive and will continue to be served by the proposed feeder #15W 
with connections to the Security Square and Rosemont Stations. 
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17               MR. TIM BUTERA:  Good evening.  My name is 
18   Tim, T-I-M, Butera, B-U-T-E-R-A.  I reside at 910 South 
19   Bouldin Street, Baltimore, Maryland, 21224, which is 
20   within the Red Line corridor.  I offer my testimony 
21   both as a resident of the corridor and also as a member 
1   of Laborers Local 710 located here in Baltimore, 
2   Maryland.  In an additional capacity, I serve as 
3   business development manager for the Laborers 
4   International Union, Mid-Atlantic Region's Cooperation 
5   Trust Fund. 
6               I would like to address my testimony 
7   specifically to the Red Line's stated goal of community 
8   goal of community revitalization and economic 
9   development.  We believe that the most important 
10   element to this critical goal is that of creating 
11   opportunities for the citizens living in the Red Line 
12   corridor, the City of Baltimore and the region. 
13               No doubt, excluding No Build, whichever 
14   option is chosen will be a significant engine for the 
15   creation of construction jobs.  The nature of these 
16   jobs, however, has yet to be determined.  Will they be 
17   low wage, transient and - low wage and without critical 
18   health and pension benefits?  Or will they be filled by 
19   our fellow citizens who live directly in the affected 
20   areas who support families in the corridor and who 
21   utilize goods and services from vendors within the 
1   local economy? 
2               All of these questions lead to a larger 
3   question.  Will the Red Line ultimately serve as a 
4   conduit into downtown from the east and west offering 
5   riders an easy means of transiting through the very 
6   communities which so desperately need revitalization, 
7   or will it serve to link these communities and their 
8   citizens and their diverse populations in a meaningful 
9   way?  Historically, transit projects serve to raise 
10   property values along their routes, promote the 
11   establishment of commercial development, and build 
12   strong local communities. 
13               It would be a shame for this project if 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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14   after it's completion who citizens live along the 
15   corridor could no longer afford to do so. 
16               Therefore, we implore the MTA to work with 
17   the community to create a contracting environment for 
18   this project which carries as key goals the creating of 
19   living wage jobs with healthcare and benefits for the 
20   work force, utilization of responsible contact or 
21   policies which promote fairness in contracting by those 
1   who are hired to build the project. 
2               And last, the promotion and inclusion of 
3   job training and apprenticeship programs for the 
4   citizens who live in the corridor so that when the 
5   project is completed, this local work force possesses a 
6   skill set that came be used to find continued 
7   employment at wages and benefits that reflect the 
8   training and experience gained building the Red Line. 
9   I thank you for the opportunity to testify.
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 

The Harlem Park Station is proposed in the lower level of US 40 between 
Calhoun and Carey Streets. This station would be located near the 
Poppleton redevelopment described in the comment letter. Additionally, 
the Poppleton Station is proposed as an underground station beneath 
Fremont Avenue, just north of Baltimore Street and this station could also 
support redevelopment activities in the Poppleton area. 
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Sent: Mon 1/5/2009 10:54 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment

 
Arlene B. Fisher 

1209 West Lanvale Street 

Baltimore, MD 21217-2525 

 

January 5, 2009 

 

Red Line Comments 

c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St., 9th Fl. 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

We urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit and involves nearby Baltimore Neighborhoods and  Communities as a 

whole. 

 

We believe the Red Line is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to attract 

Investment to Communities, Bring Jobs, Employment and Increase Economic 

Development activity in Baltimore, and will improve the quality of life of 

the West Baltimore Neighborhoods.  

 

We support option 4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with 

cost-effectiveness and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow 

neighborhood streets. It also uses the "Road to Nowhere" US 40, and make 

it a vivable part of this plan that reflects the recommendations of the 

West Baltimore Communities. 

 

We ask you to Please move the Red Line forward. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Arlene B. Fisher, President Lafayette Square Association in Harlem Park 

Community 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
A station is proposed for Harbor East at Fleet Street and Central Avenue. 
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Sent: Thu 11/06/2008 11:48 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Mark Wagner 

Litecast, LLC 

2400 Boston Street, Suite 306 

Baltimore, MD, 21224 

 

Mark Wagner's comments: 

 
I wish to write in strong support of the Red Line project. As an owner 

of a high-tech business in Baltimore, I can assure you that public 

transportation plans like the Redline are key to attracting high-tech 

employees. High-tech employees are very lifestyle conscious and often 

make decisions as to where to live and work on things like reliable 

modern public transportation systems. Public transportation systems 

like the Redline allow our citizens to minimize driving cars which 

helps to "green" our city. These public transportation systems also are 

vital in knitting together all of the city into one dynamic economy. 

Please do all you can to make sure this redline is built. Mark Wagner 

Managing Partner Litecast, LLC  

 
 

Litecast, LLC comments are located under IDs 99 and 100; the responses to 
these comments are combined below.  
 
The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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20               MR. MARK WAGNER:  Good evening.  My name is 
21   Mark Wagner.  First name M-A-R-K, last name W-A-G- 
1   N-E-R.  Thank you.  May I proceed? 
2               MS. LESLIE SALGADO:  Yes, please. 
3               MR. MARK WAGNER:  I'm here to speak in 
4   strong support of the Baltimore Red Line.  I'm Mark 
5   Wagner and I'm a managing partner and a co-founder of a 
6   company called Lite Cast and Lite Cast is a company 
7   that has a fiberoptic infrastructure in Baltimore and 
8   we sell highspeed internet.  We're a high-tech company. 
9               And in my field, high-tech, we compete for 
10   talent and talented high-tech people with cities all 
11   over the country.  And one of the things that people in 
12   my industry look for that makes a significant 
13   difference for them and their quality of life is a 
14   reliable, effective public transportation system like 
15   that proposed by the Baltimore Red Line. 
16               It's important for these people to have 
17   alternatives to cars, they live a green lifestyle, and 
18   that is a strong consideration for me as a high-tech 
19   company and one of the reasons why I support the Red 
20   Line. 
21               In addition, it's our feeling that the Red 
1   Line helps to knit together the entire region into one 
2   economic opportunity and that is also important.  I 
3   have a company, quite frankly, where we've made 
4   significant investment in the Baltimore area with our 
5   fiber infrastructure.  We're here to stay and we see a 
6   viable growing public transportation system that would 
7   seamlessly knit the entire region together as vital to 
8   our growth, vital to our ability to attract the talent 
9   that we need and vital for the entire economy of the 
10   region, we feel, to grow. 
11               So, for those reasons I reiterate I am a 
12   very, very, very strong supporter of the Baltimore Red 
13   Line.  The name of my company is Lite Cast, spelled 
14   L-I-T-E, C-A-S-T, L-L-C.  Thank you. 

 

 



ID 101:  Living Classrooms Foundation   December 2012 

  

 

 A-175 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

 

 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 

The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line now includes a tunnel through 
Fells Point under Fleet Street not Aliceanna Street with a station located at 
Fleet Street and Central Avenue. With the decision to have a portal at 
Boston Street and Hudson Street/Montford Avenue, a tunnel under Fleet 
Street provided a better geographic transition. A tunnel from Fleet to 
Boston Streets only required one horizontal curve.  A tunnel from Fleet to 
Aliceanna Streets would have required an additional curve which would 
have increased capital costs and increased travel time. 

 



ID 102:  Lyndhurst Community Association   December 2012 

  

 

 A-176 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information.  
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Sent: Mon 11/03/2008 1:45 PM  
To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Jeffrey Hargrave  

Mahogany, Inc. 

910 West Pratt Street  

Baltimore , MD, 21223 

 

Jeffrey Hargrave 's comments: 

 
I think this is a great idea. 

 

Mahogany, Inc. comments are located under IDs 103, 104 and 105; the 
responses to these comments are combined below.  
 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Mon 11/03/2008 1:48 PM 
To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Jeffrey Hargrave  

Mahogany, Inc. 

910 West Pratt Street  

Baltimore , MD, 21223 

 

Jeffrey Hargrave 's comments: 

 
I am a GBC member and has endorsed Alternative 4c. 
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The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line is Light Rail Transit and includes a 
tunnel downtown from Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard through Fells Point 
to Boston Street in Canton.  Two surface stations are proposed in the 
Canton area: 1) the Canton Station would be located on Boston Street west 
of the signalized intersection at South Lakewood Avenue, and 2) the 
Brewers Hill/Canton Crossing Station would be located on Boston Street 
between South Conkling and South Eaton Streets. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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14   MS. SHIRLEY THOMPSON:  Good morning.  My 
15   name is Shirley Thompson, S-H-I-R-L-E-Y, last name 
16   Thompson, T-H-O-M-P-S-O-N. 
17               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Address. 
18               MS. SHIRLEY THOMPSON:  I am here 
19   representing the Maryland Minority Contractors.  We are 
20   located at 2423 Maryland Avenue but our members are 
21   located throughout Baltimore City in their homes. 
1   First, I want to apologize to all of the Edmondson 
2   Village people that are here and all other communities 
3   because I've been with the impact group from day one, 
4   attending all of the meetings, and the first thing that 
5   we did state was that in order for the communities that 
6   are impacted to understand and know what was going on, 
7   that we would ensure that the grass root organizations 
8   within your community were given fliers to make sure 
9   that we either mass-mailed them or that the grass root 
10   community leaders themselves would see to the 
11   individuals within the community getting them. 
12               I am hearing that that did not happen, so 
13   at the next meeting I will bring that up because that 
14   was one of our major concerns to ensure that the 
15   individuals know what's going on. 
16               We are in favor of the Red Line and there 
17   are some things that the community does need to know 
18   and understand, so that they can be able to make good 
19   and informed decisions about the Red Line and what 
20   impact it will have.  There's modernization that is 
21   taking place throughout Baltimore City and many of the 
1   communities have been left out of it.  The 21st Century 
2   is coming and it's coming to all the communities from 
3   the west side to the east side with the Red Line.  What 
4   we need to do and I, for one, as the representative of 
5   the Maryland Minority Contractors, I will go back to 
6   the committee meetings that they're having with the Red 
7   Line and every issue that I am hearing here this 
8   morning, I'm going to make sure if I have to personally 
9   go to every grass root meeting, bring the fliers 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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10   myself, so that we can get statements from you all and 
11   answer your specific questions about your concern for 
12   going green, to make sure there's no environmental 
13   impact, that was one of the issues that we addressed at 
14   the committee meeting. 
15               So there are some things that can be put in 
16   place that will work with all of your concerns.  And 
17   the thing that we want to really say as a committee and 
18   as part of the community is that with the Red Line, 
19   you're going to get several things, and again it has to 
20   take into consideration all the things that you desire 
21   to make sure that your community is not impacted, but 
1   it is going to bring permanent jobs, not just temporary 
2   jobs.  When someone said temporary jobs, they were 
3   talking about doing the construction phase. 
4               But you gotta realize, we're now going to 
5   have stations that are going to be cleaned, you can 
6   have now your janitorial services engaged.  We're going 
7   to now have to have stations, they need ticket people 
8   to handle that.  They're now going to be increasing the 
9   environment, upgrading all of the areas around the Red 
10   Line, whether it goes underground or some part of it is 
11   above ground, all of that hasn't been decided yet.  So 
12   the hurt and the anger that I've been hearing this 
13   morning, all we need to do is work together as a 
14   community, bring the 21st Century into your community, 
15   but bring it in a way in which it's acceptable to you, 
16   to the people, and the properties. 
17               So we can do that together, a family, 
18   because this is a year for change and we can do that 
19   with love, respect, and courtesy and understanding of 
20   what is needed throughout the community.  Thank you.
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

Accommodate cyclists on transit line: The Red Line will allow bicycles on 
trains and will have accommodations for bicycles at Red Line stations.  

Maximize trail by rail: Trails adjacent or parallel to the Red Line were 
considered during the development of the Preferred Alternative for the FEIS 
but were not included in the definition of the Preferred Alternative due to 
additional capital cost and/or right of way impacts.  

Share the road: The majority of the Preferred Alternative is not surface light 
rail within a roadway. However, in one location where light rail will be 
located in the median, the road will be revised to include a seven foot wide 
bike lane. That location is along Boston Street between Hudson 
Street/Montford Avenue to Eaton Street.   
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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6               MS. HELEN AMOS:  My name is Helen Amos, 
7   H-E-L-E-N  A-M-O-S and I live at 1319 Towson Street in 
8   21230.  I'm here though as a person associated with 
9   Mercy Medical Center which has been part of the 
10   important health care scene in Baltimore City for 
11   almost 135 years. 
12               Sisters of Mercy went to the corner of 
13   Calvert and Saratoga Street almost a 135 years ago to 
14   begin the hospital.  Today we occupy a campus that is 
15   spread over several city blocks inclusive of that 
16   original location and we have a new hospital tower 
17   under construction which will be completed in a couple 
18   of years. 
19               We are a thriving hospital.  We're 
20   recognized nationally for quality patient care.  And 
21   one of the keys to our success, we believe, is our 
1   major teaching affiliation with the University of 
2   Maryland School of Medicine, an affiliation that has 
3   been in place since the 1920's. 
4               We are deeply committed to training the 
5   regions' future health care workforce.  As an 
6   institution with a long history of serving Baltimore 
7   citizens, Mercy is a strong believer in investing in 
8   projects that look to the long-term health of our 
9   region and its economy.  As well as the health of the 
10   people themselves. 
11               We see the Red Line, and specifically 
12   Option 4C, as the next big step in building the kind of 
13   robust transit system that our region requires. 
14   Finally, we will be able to connect most of the region 
15   by way of 4C, the Metro Green Line, and the Light Rail 
16   Blue Line.  4C is the missing link. 
17               4C specifically is the most cost effective 
18   alternative studied.  It gives governments and citizens 
19   the biggest bang for the buck.  The Red Line is what we 
20   as an institution require too to bring staff to our 
21   growing campus, to provide patients and their visitors 
1   with safe, affordable access to quality health care. 
2               Decades ago Mercy choose to remain in 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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3   center city.  We believe in the center city and we 
4   believe very strongly in promoting its connectivity to 
5   the whole region through Option 4C.  Thank you.
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 

The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 

MTA completed an assessment of economic activity generated through 
constriction of the Red Line transit project. The assessment concluded that 
he construction of the Red Line would increase total economic activity in 
the City by over $2 billion over the construction period. It would also create 
or support a total of approximately 9,800 direct construction and related 
jobs earning $539 million in salaries and wages over the construction 
period.   
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information.  

The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred  
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Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market. The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement.  

Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.  

The FTA Office of Civil Rights has reviewed the environmental justice and 
Title VI complaints and either dismissed or found them insufficient.   The 
FTA has not found any violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act or the 
Community Right to Know Act.   
 
In addition, Section 5.4 of the FEIS sets forth the detailed analysis 
performed to evaluate whether the Red Line would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects to minority and low-income communities that would result from the 
construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative. Since the AA/DEIS 
was published, the MTA has continued extensive public outreach with 
communities throughout the corridor, updated the environmental justice 
analysis with the 2010 US Census data, and continued coordinating with the 
FTA Office of Civil Rights. Refer to FEIS Chapters 5 and 8. 
 
Overall, the Red Line would improve accessibility for all communities 
including low-income and minority populations. While some impacts would 
occur within these communities, the impacts of the project on minority and 
low-income communities are not disproportionately high and adverse, and  
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the project benefits these same communities by providing improved 
accessibility and faster, more reliable transit. 
 
The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct 
mail and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 
homeowners and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and 
over 1,450 individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA 
held five sets of open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four 
rounds of Community Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact 
sheets were mailed to 249 religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight 
community meetings were held between September 2005 and March 2008. 
In 2006, the Maryland General Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line 
Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The CAC advised the MTA on impacts, 
opportunities and community concerns about the Baltimore Red Line 
through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 2012 seventeen 
Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed to provide input on 
the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs met approximately 
ten times during that time frame.  
 
Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. 
Additionally, regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been 
distributed to subscribers to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout 
planning, project information was made available at 34 resource hubs 
throughout the project area. MTA also made available a Red Line project 
website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). Downloadable materials 
included a map and simulation of the Preferred Alternative, photos, fliers, e-
newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 
 
Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 
 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 
While your comment supports Alternative 4C with modifications or No 
Build, there is no reference to specific modifications to Alternative 4C. As 
previously stated in this response, modifications to Alternative 4C have 
been incorporated into the Preferred Alternative based on continued public 
input. 
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To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

<<CCA Red Line Statement 12_08 (3).pdf>>  

NORTH SHORE AT CANTON, INC. 
2339-4 Boston Street 

Baltimore, Maryland  21224 
Sent via email. 

January 2, 2009 

Ms Diane Ratcliff 

MTA Director of Planning 

6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor 

Baltimore, Maryland  21202 

Dear Ms Ratcliff: 

On behalf of the North Shore at Canton Community, I am writing to you to state our 

opposition to Red Line Alternative 4C in its current form.  Our objections to this 

alternative are exactly the same as those expressed in a letter to you from the Canton 

Community Association (CCA) dated December 28, 2008 (copy enclosed). 

Our Board of Directors has attended numerous meetings and planning sessions on 

this issue and while we support the need for improved public transportation in 

Baltimore City we are, at the same time, convinced that a double-tracked light rail 

line in the median of Boston Street from Aliceanna to Conkling Streets is an 

extremely shortsighted solution which will cause major problems while offering 

limited benefits. 

Sincerely 

Tom Fallon, President 

North Shore at Canton, Inc. 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 

Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 
The preferred alignment has been refined to extend farther east on Boston 
Street to west of Haven Street, allowing the continuation of  the grid 
pattern between Conkling Street and Haven Street and compatibility with 
the “Boh Donnell Street Connector.” The tunnel under Boston Street was 
not extended to the “Du” Burns Arena due to costs. 
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The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.  The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 
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Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.  

The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 

The Red Line would provide a critical link to connect the Metro Subway, 
Central Light Rail and MARC commuter trains with an east-west route.  
Riders on the Red Line would have two access connections to the MARC 
Commuter Line: direct and improved access at the West Baltimore MARC 
Station and a direct connection to the proposed Bayview MARC Station.  
The connection with MARC would allow easy access to Washington DC and 
growing job opportunities at Fort Meade and Aberdeen.  The Red Line 
Howard Street/University Center Station would provide a direct connection 
to the existing light rail line at Lombard and Howard Streets.  Riders of the 
Red Line would have a direct underground connection to the Metro at the 
Charles Center Station, and the Inner Harbor Red Line Station would be 
within walking distance of the Shot Tower/Market Place Metro Station.
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 

The MTA is a signatory of the Baltimore City Red Line Community Compact. 
The MTA considers the Community compact to be a framework of guiding 
principles to be applied to the Red Line project. 
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Water Quality 
The Red Line project team is working with local and state agencies to 
optimize opportunities for water quality treatment as part of stormwater 
management. 
 
Stormwater management would be implemented to manage runoff for all 
project disturbances in accordance with criteria established by the Maryland 
Department of the Environment. Stormwater management facilities are 
required to address water quality and quantity requirements associated 
with new development and redevelopment activities associated with the 
project through practices consistent with Environmental Site Design (ESD) 
criteria established by the Stormwater Management Act of 2007 and design 
criteria of the Revised Chapter 5 of the 2000 Maryland Stormwater Design 
Manual.  In addition to these requirements, increases to peak 100-year 
discharge rates resulting from increases in impervious areas associated with 
construction of the Preferred Alternative must be attenuated within the 
Jones Falls, Gwynns Falls, and Herring Run inter-jurisdictional waterways. 
 
Per current MDE stormwater permit requirements, water quality treatment 
must be provided through ESD practices to the maximum extent practicable 
to manage site runoff generated from the first inch of rainfall from all net 
increases in site imperviousness, and for a minimum of 50 percent of 
existing impervious area redeveloped through construction activities. 
Facilities would include ESD practices and Low Impact Development 
techniques such as rain gardens, bioretention facilities, water quality inlets, 
vegetative buffers, and manufactured BMPs, as well as other structural 
BMPs such as underground detention vaults, sand filters, and surface 
extended detention basins.  Due to the highly developed nature of the 
project study corridor and limited available space, surface water quality 
treatment is anticipated primarily through linear micro-bioretention planter 
boxes.  The micro-bioretention facilities provide landscaped areas to 
temporarily store and filter impervious runoff through the planting media 
prior to introduction to the closed pipe stormdrain network.  Micro-
bioretention planter boxes are generally proposed within the existing public 
right-of-way between the curb and sidewalk or sidewalk and right-of-way.  
For additional information on mitigation refer to Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 
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Clean Energy 
The MTA is considering sustainability and the use of renewable energy in 
the preliminary engineering phase of the project.  
 
Green Space 
The station location is close to the Gwynn’s Falls Trail trailhead. The current 
alternative has proposed improvements to sidewalks and crosswalks for 
pedestrian access. Dedicated bicycle access is not in the current design. The 
Red Line project does not currently include an extension of the Gwynns Falls 
Trail. 
 
The Red Line is providing additional green space and landscaping along the 
project alignment at locations where it can be accommodated.  
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5               MS. MAUREEN DECKER:  Good afternoon.  My 
6   name is Maureen Decker.  That's M-A-U-R-E-E-N, 
7   D-E-C-K-E-R.  I reside at 4577 King's Cup Court in 
8   Ellicott City and I work at 210 East Lexington Street 
9   in Baltimore. 
10               As an office principle of Pennoni 
11   Associates, a civil engineering consulting firm and a 
12   business member of the Greater Baltimore Committee, I 
13   am here to endorse the Red Line light rail alignment 
14   Alternate 4C. 
15               Alternate 4C proposes a light rail transit 
16   mode of transportation.  It minimizes community impact 
17   by utilizing tunnels under Cooks Lane, downtown 
18   Baltimore, and Fells Point.  It will not displace any 
19   families.  It will be the least costly to operate. 
20   Alternate 4C gives access to nearly 200,000 jobs.  It 
21   offers residents decent travel options at affordable 
1   prices.  It offers fast, clean, non-polluting transit 
2   options.  It links the existing light rail line, the 
3   Metro line, and the MARC commuter rail station. 
4               This Alternate provides a quick way for 
5   working, studying, or visiting education and healthcare 
6   centers to get where they need to go.  It opens an 
7   economic development window around transit stations 
8   that could lead to thousands of jobs and residential 
9   units being built.  It reduces automobile vehicle miles 
10   traveled in the region by nearly 70,000 a day. 
11               It will spur revitalization efforts at 
12   places like Security Square Mall, Edmondson Village, 
13   Canton Crossing, Greektown and around the West 
14   Baltimore MARC station.  It makes Baltimore a more 
15   competitive place with other cities such as 
16   Philadelphia, Washington, D.C., and New York City, that 
17   have already networked interconnected transit lines. 
18               Alternate 4C is the best option with the 
19   least disruptions, the most advantages for residents 
20   and the greatest number of economic opportunities.  For 
21   these reasons, as office principle of Pennoni 
1   Associates and a member of the GBC, I endorse alternative 4C. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Thu 11/06/2008 4:02 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Matthew Weinstein 

Progressive Maryland 

9 W. Mulberry St., 4th floor 

Baltimore, MD, 21201 

 

Matthew Weinstein's comments: 

 
Progressive Maryland is a statewide coalition of 50 labor, civil rights, and 

religious advocates, as well as 15,000 individual members and supporters, 

who work together to defend the interests of average Maryland working 

families. We strongly support the expansion of transit service in the 

Baltimore region and around the state, including the Red Line transit project, 

which offers the best opportunity to expand metro-Baltimore rail transit 

service in the next decade. We also endorse Red Line Alternative 4C 

specifically because it offers the best balance of the cost-effectiveness 

required to attract federal funding and the rapid service required to attract a 

viable ridership. Maryland's working families must have an alternative to 

sitting in traffic on the Beltway or riding buses that have to stop constantly 

for red lights and other traffic. The communities and businesses along the 

Red Line Corridor will also benefit from the public and private investment 

that the Red Line project will bring. Thank you for this opportunity to 

comment on the Red Line Corridor Transit Study.  

 
 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Riggs, Counselman, Michaels & Downes, Inc. comments are located under 

IDs 128 and 129; the responses to these comments are combined below.  

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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21               MR. MARK COUNSELMAN:  Thank you.  Ready? 
1   Good afternoon and thank you very much for doing this. 
2   I assure it will only get better through the night if 
3   I'm starting.  My name is Mark Councilman, that's 
4   M-A-R-K, Counselman, C-O-U-N-S-E-L-M-A-N.  And my firm 
5   Riggs, Counselman, Michaels & Downs are abbreviated 
6   RECOMMEND&D.  We are a locally owned insurance 
7   brokerage and we've been in Baltimore since 1885. 
8               For over 30 years, RECOMMEND&D has been 
9   actively involved and a member of the Greater Baltimore 
10   Committee, our region's leading civic voice for the 
11   business community.  It's as a GBC member that I've 
12   come here tonight to express my support for the Red 
13   Line, specifically Option 4C.  Building a high-quality 
14   transit system we believe is critical to the continued 
15   success of the region and we think the Red Line is an 
16   important first step in that process. 
17               Option 4C, we believe offers significant 
18   improvements in travel time as well as the rail option 
19   brings a level of comfort and permanency that we think 
20   is necessary to attract redevelopment and 
21   transit-oriented redevelopment to the corridor. 
1               Decades of car-related transportation 
2   policy has left us with traffic growth which outpaces 
3   job growth and population gains.  Traffic is now 
4   clogging our street, fouling our air and water, 
5   decreasing our quality of life and we believe soon, 
6   choking the region's economic vitality.  The Red Line, 
7   we think, offers an alternative to gridlock and a 
8   significant opportunity to reorient this corridor and 
9   eventually Baltimore City towards transit. 
10               And with that, we appreciate the MTA, MDOT, 
11   and the City of Baltimore for their leadership in an 
12   inclusive planning process.  I especially appreciate 
13   your forbearance in holding these hearings, and I look 
14   forward to seeing everybody on the Red Line.  Thank 
15   you. 
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The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information.  
 
The FTA Office of Civil Rights has reviewed the environmental justice and 
Title VI complaints and either dismissed or found them insufficient.  The FTA 
has not found any violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act or the 
Community Right to Know Act.   
 
In addition, Section 5.4 of the FEIS sets forth the detailed analysis 
performed to evaluate whether the Red Line would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects to minority and low-income communities that would result from the 
construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative. Since the AA/DEIS 
was published, the MTA has continued extensive public outreach with 
communities throughout the corridor, updated the environmental justice 
analysis with the 2010 US Census data, and continued coordinating with the 
FTA Office of Civil Rights. Refer to FEIS Chapters 5 and 8. 
 
Overall, the Red Line would improve accessibility for all communities 
including low-income and minority populations. While some impacts would 
occur within these communities, the impacts of the project on minority and 
low-income communities are not disproportionately high and adverse, and 
the project benefits these same communities by providing improved 
accessibility and faster, more reliable transit.  
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Comments from Rognel Heights Community Association, from Don 
Sherrod, are located under IDs 131 through 135; the responses to these 
comments are combined below.  
 
The FTA Office of Civil Rights has reviewed the environmental justice and 
Title VI complaints and either dismissed or found them insufficient.  The FTA 
has not found any violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act or the 
Community Right to Know Act. 
 
In addition, Section 5.4 of the FEIS sets forth the detailed analysis 
performed to evaluate whether the Red Line would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects to minority and low-income communities that would result from the 
construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative. Since the AA/DEIS 
was published, the MTA has continued extensive public outreach with 
communities throughout the corridor, updated the environmental justice 
analysis with the 2010 US Census data, and continued coordinating with the 
FTA Office of Civil Rights. Refer to FEIS Chapters 5 and 8. 
 
Overall, the Red Line would improve accessibility for all communities 
including low-income and minority populations. While some impacts would 
occur within these communities, the impacts of the project on minority and 
low-income communities are not disproportionately high and adverse, and 
the project benefits these same communities by providing improved 
accessibility and faster, more reliable transit. 
 
The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct 
mail and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 
homeowners and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and 
over 1,450 individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA 
held five sets of open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four 
rounds of Community Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact 
sheets were mailed to 249 religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight  
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6               MR. DON SHERROD:  Good afternoon.  Don, 
7   D-O-N, Sherrod, S-H-E-R-R-O-D.  My name is Don Sherrod. 
8   I am the President of Rognell Heights Community 
9   Association. 
10               The Red Line does run through our area. 
11   Our complaint or our citizen complaint is the 
12   following.  This whole process has violated the 
13   Environmental Justice Act relative to Title VI of the 
14   1964 Civil Rights Act.  That act requires meaningful 
15   participation in the planning and the decision-making 
16   in this process, be that it may receive several funds. 
17               This whole process has been rigged.  It has 
18   been contrived and it's not the will of the people in 
19   that area.  Transportation should express the needs of 
20   the people first, and then the will.  This is not a 
21   project that's predicated on what the people need in 
1   our area.  When I say our area, I'm going from Hilton 
2   Street right on up to I-70. 
3               This is a project of big business.  This is 
4   a project that's driven by the GBC, the BNC, CPHA, the 
5   BMC and the CMTA and the MTA.  Alphabet soup. 
6               This is about big business.  Big business 
7   is sticking their hands into the federal funds that are 
8   going to be dedicated for this project which is over a 
9   million dollars.  This is a project that seriously is 
10   going to go over-budget and it's a project about big 
11   business making big money. 
12               Big business, the same persons that finance 
13   these politicians, are the same ones that the GBC gives 
14   tons of money and that's why the GBC is supporting 4C. 
15   4C is about putting the Light Rail on the surface 
16   through the African-American communities and through 
17   the low-income communities.  Wherein, in East 
 
18   Baltimore, where the affluent and the white residents 
19   are, it goes all underground.  Which means Canton, 
20   Fells Point, Little Italy, South Historic Central, and 
21   a host of others. 
1               We get the shaft part, they get all the 

community meetings were held between September 2005 and March 2008. 
In 2006, the Maryland General Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line 
Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The CAC advised the MTA on impacts, 
opportunities and community concerns about the Baltimore Red Line 
through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 2012 seventeen 
Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed to provide input on 
the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs met approximately 
ten times during that time frame. 

Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. 
Additionally, regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been 
distributed to subscribers to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout 
planning, project information was made available at 34 resource hubs 
throughout the project area. MTA also made available a Red Line project 
website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). Downloadable materials 
included a map and simulation of the Preferred Alternative, photos, fliers, e-
newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 

Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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2   honey.  There are no benefits to our area.  They get 
3   all the benefits.  We're a residential neighborhood. 
4   It's going primarily in the east in a commercial area, 
5   but it goes underground.  Further, it also violates the 
6   Executive Order by Clinton in 1996 which is Executive 
7   Order 1289289 - whatever.  Who cares. 
8               But it states that there must be clear and 
9   meaningful participation by the resident community and 
10   that has not been done.  This whole process, this whole 
11   transportation system, is racist.  It's discriminating. 
12   Thank you. 

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.  

The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 



ID 133:  Rognel Heights Community Association (by Don Sherrod)  December 2012 

  

 

 A-224 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

18               MR. DON SHERROD:  Good afternoon.  My name 
19   is Don S. 
20               D-O-N, S-H-E-R-R-O-D.  I'm the president of 
21   Rognell Heights Community Association, P.O. Box 2961, 
1   Baltimore, Maryland.  Basically, for the last six 
2   years, I'm one of the ones that's been following this 
3   process.  And through this process I've witnessed some 
4   things you would not believe.  And those things 
5   basically were perpetrated on the community by the MTA, 
6   a lot of your city officials and state officials, from 
7   the Governor right on down to the Mayor.  This project 
8   is not about good transportation, it's not about a Red 
9   Line System that's going to serve the people.  This is 
10   about big business.  Sticking their hands, their fat, 
11   greasy hands, into a one and a half billion dollar 
12   federal fund for this 6-year Federal Transportation 
13   cycle. 
14               It's about the GBC, which is better known 
15   as the Greater Baltimore Committee and also known as 
16   the Easy Empire.  They fund our politicians, elections 
17   and re-elections and because of that, they tell the 
18   governor, they tell the Mayor, they tell most of our 
19   state officials, and our council-persons what to do, 
20   when to do, how to do it.  They tell them everything 
21   including when to go to the bathroom. 
1               The other thing I want to put on the record 
2   is this.  Is that according to the Civil Rights Act of 
3   1964, Title VI, which states for the record that there 
4   should be no discrimination, no racism, no prejudice, 
5   when it comes to the planning of any transportation or 
6   anybody receiving federal funds, what this is about, 
7   there should not be that existing in any minority or 
8   lower-income neighborhood.  In this case, the minority 
9   and the low-income neighborhood is getting all surface 
10   light rail for the two trains, while the white 
11   neighbors and the Aslan neighbors in Fells Point, 
12   Highlandtown, Little Italy, Patterson Park, are getting 
13   it all underground. 
14               When the MTA went to them and stated about 

to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market. The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.   
 
The MTA made a determination to extend the project limits to Johns 
Hopkins Bayview Medical Center to better meet project purpose and need 
by connecting with a major employment center and hospital complex.  No 
state legislation was required to extend the project limits.  
 
The MTA is complying with both federal and state guidelines requiring 
minority participation. The MTA reports minority business participation in 
the Red Line project on a monthly basis to the FTA. 
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15   we want to put it above the surface there, the white 
16   people there protested and now they're getting it 
17   underground.  Go figure.  Why do you think that 
18   happened?  So even after all that discrimination in 
19   1964, President Clinton signed the Executive Order 
20   sometime around 1996.  And that order was 19828, which 
21   stated under Environmental Justice, when it comes to 
1   transportation system, minority and low-income 
2   neighborhoods should have equal access in the planning 
3   and the decision makings of any system.  It didn't 
4   happen.  The MTA lied, they gave us misinformation, the 
5   same companies that built the road to nowhere are the 
6   same companies that's planning this system.  They're 
7   the same companies that planned and engineered the Big 
8   Dig in Boston and the federal investigation by the 
9   Department of Justice.  I say no to the Red Line, I say 
10   no to anything that the MTA, Baltimore City, the State 
11   of Maryland, is involved in.  Thank you very much. 

  

 

 



ID 134:  Rognel Heights Community Association (by Don Sherrod)  December 2012 

  

 

 A-226 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

 4               MR. DON SHERROD:  Good evening. 
5               COURT REPORTER:  Spell both names. 
6               MR. DON SHERROD:  Don, D-O-N, Sherrod, 
7   S-H-E-R-R-O-D. 
8               COURT REPORTER:  Thank you. 
9               MR. DON SHERROD:  First of all, I would 
10   like to say that I'm also protesting these procedures 
11   primarily because of the following.  There was 
12   legislation that was required through the General 
13   Assembly for this study and that original legislation 
14   was for 10 and a half miles.  This has now went up to 
15   14 plus miles without this legislature.  Which means 
16   that you have no authorization to continue this study 
17   past that ten and a half miles. 
18               Further, it is also stated by federal 
19   guidelines that minority participation for this project 
20   is 18 percent.  We've got less than one percent.  The 
21   only percentage of African-Americans involved in this 
1   is a public relations company, which is basically a 
2   political flunky left over from the Glendenning 
3   Administration. 
4               There's no WBE, may mean Minority Business 
5   Enterprise through general minorities.  And there's no 
6   MBE, which is minority, WBE, which are women, also 
7   including white women.  They have no contracts in this 
8   process.  The only one that has contracts is the 
9   Greater Baltimore Committee's basically hand-picked 
10   chosen contractor which is PB America and along with a 
11   whole group of other engineering companies involved. 
12               So because of they're basically violating 
13   the law as it relates to minority participation and as 
14   it relates again to the receipt of federal funds, this 
15   makes this illegal. 
16               The other part of this is it also violates 
17   the 1964 Title VI of the Civil Rights Act.  Which 
18   states that whenever there's a transportation project 
19   there should be equal and fair treatment, not only of 
20   the minority and low income but it should not benefit 
21   one class over another class. 
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1               In this case, speaking directly for 
2   Edmondson Avenue, where the minorities and low income 
3   persons are, they're getting the crappy part of the 
4   system which is the Light Rail above the ground.  While 
5   the affluent and Caucasian residents, they'll get it 
6   below ground. 
7               Over 80 percent of this project goes 
8   through the African-American, low-income neighborhoods. 
9   Only about 20 percent of the money is dedicated for 
10   that area.  So as long as there's no parity and as long 
11   as there continues to be environmental justice 
12   violations, I am going to continue to protest it. 
13               Not only that, I will be filing a complaint 
14   with the FTA for them to disqualify the State of 
15   Maryland from this process.  And also I will be filing 
16   a complaint with the United States Department of 
17   Justice requesting that they investigate this whole 
18   procedure.  Thank you. 
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21               MR. DON SHERROD:  Don, D-O-N, Sherrod, 
1   S-H-E-R-R-O-D. 
2               Thank you very much.  I, too, am here to 
3   protest this Red Line Alternative 4C or any other 
4   alternatives.  My concern is the residents on Edmondson 
5   Avenue who no one seems to care about. 
6               The people who live on Edmondson Avenue 
7   have not been engaged and involved in this process and 
8   it's been purposeful by the MTA.  Besides the fact they 
9   have not been involved, this whole process violates all 
10   the Environmental Justice laws that was relative to the 
11   Executive Order by President Clinton, 12898.  You're 
12   totally in violation of Environmental Justice. 
13               It also violates Title VI of the 1964 Civil 
14   Rights Act.  Which states very simply, whenever federal 
15   funds are used for any kind of project, the residents 
16   along that corridor affected should have input, fair 
17   access to the planning and the decision making process 
18   through the entire project itself.  That has not 
19   happened.  Then it should be parity and it should not 
20   be disproportionate treatment. 
21               In this case, east Baltimore is primarily 
1   getting tunnels throughout in the affluent 
2   neighborhood.  But on Edmondson Avenue in the 
3   African-American community where it runs, 80 percent 
4   along the corridor, they're getting it above the 
5   ground. 
6               Very intrusive, it will cause persons to 
7   lose their homes, that will cause people to be 
8   displaced, that will cause people to eat dust for 
9   years, basically being trapped in their homes. 
10               Also, this is not a project that was 
11   initiated by the persons, the older residents on 
12   Edmondson Avenue because you don't care about the 
13   persons on Edmondson Avenue or the politicians who runs 
14   them out of Edmondson Avenue who don't care. 
15               All they care about is the money that the 
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16   GBC, the Greater Baltimore Committee, gives them for 
17   their campaigns and controls them.  This is a bona fide 
18   Greater Baltimore Committee initiative.  This is what 
19   they want.  A chance to stick their fat, greedy hands 
20   again into 1.6 billion dollars or what the federal 
21   funding cycle is allowing for this project. 
1               This is not about building a transportation 
2   system, it's about greedy white people.  Because black 
3   people are not going to get any benefits. 
4               This is, if you mean that we may get a few 
5   jobs or that means for us to show up with shovels, we 
6   won't be showing up with shovels.  We'll be showing up 
7   maybe to block this, but at this point we're prepared 
8   to file a complaint with FTA, having them to disqualify 
9   you all and also file one with the United States 
10   Department of Justice requesting an investigation on 
11   criminal activity and conspiracy which is involved in 
12   this project.  Thank you. 
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Sent: Mon 11/03/2008 11:28 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Graylin Smith 

SB & Company, LLC 

200 International Circle, Suite 5500 

Hunt Valley, MD, 21030 

 

Graylin Smith's comments: 

 
I am writing in support of the Red Line Alternative 4C project. This line is a 

critical addition to Baltimore's transit system that (amongst other things) will 

generate additional revenue for Maryland through added means of 

transportation to Baltimore's tourist destinations, create a reduction in transit 

time for Maryland Commuters and also reduce commuter costs. Please 

accept this notice as my official support of this project. Thank you.  

 
 

SB & Company, LLC comments are located under IDs 136 and 137; the 
responses to these comments are combined below.  
 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Since the publication of the AA/DEIS, the MTA has met numerous times with 
all the Security Square Mall owners to discuss the transitway alignment and 
location of the Security Square Mall Station.  The Preferred Alternative 
includes the transitway and station adjacent to Security Boulevard.  The 
alignment through the center of the mall was not selected. The station is 
proposed between Lord Baltimore Drive and Belmont Avenue.  The station 
location has been proposed after significant consultation with Security 
Square Mall ownership. There are no turning restrictions proposed from 
Security Boulevard into the mall. Refer to Chapter 2 of the FEIS for 
additional information on the transitway and station proposed at Security 
Square Mall.  
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4               MR. FRANK MEYER:  My name is Frank, 
5   F-R-A-N-K, Meyer, M-E-Y-E-R.  I represent Security 
6   Square Mall.  I really want to say two things.  Number 
7   one, that we strongly are in favor of the Red Line and 
8   in some configuration, obviously it will bring traffic 
9   to our shopping center and that's a good thing for us 
10   so we support it whole-heartedly. 
11               The only reservation that we have is one of 
12   the routing schemes calls for a route on the south side 
13   of Security Boulevard where it passes by the mall and 
14   we feel that if that's laid out in any way that impedes 
15   traffic in and out of the mall, we would object to 
16   that.  Otherwise, we support any configuration that the 
17   project takes.  That's basically it. 
18               If you have any questions for me, I'll 
19   answer them. 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
The alignment of the Preferred Alternative along Security Boulevard has 
been presented to Security Square Mall ownership.  Traffic analysis has 
been performed which concludes that appropriate vehicle access to the mall 
will be maintained.  The traffic analysis included a calculation of Level of 
Service at all intersections along Security Boulevard including the Mall 
access roads. The traffic analysis at all of the intersections compared future 
Level of Service with No Build to the Preferred Alternative. The Level of 
Service at each intersection with the Preferred Alternative showed no 
degradation in Level of Service when compared to the No Build. 
 
The MTA has continued to work with ownership of Security Square Mall on 
the specific details of the alignment and stations in the Security Square Mall 
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area. The MTA will continue to coordinate with Security Square Mall 
ownership during preliminary engineering, final design and construction. 
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9               MR. MICHAEL CUSICK:  My name is Michael 
10   Cusick.  M-I-C-H-A-E-L, C-U-S-I-C-K, is my last name. 
11   I represent the owners of the Security West Building at 
12   1500 Woodlawn Drive. 
13               The proposed light rail could possibly come 
14   to our location and what I wanted to let you all know 
15   is we have development plans with SSA to build 
16   additional buildings on our property.  It's a long-term 
17   plan but the feasibility for additional buildings and 
18   also for transportation to our building, you know, we 
19   would be an integral part of the community here, 
20   providing additional jobs and also, one of the things 
21   that we have a situation is parking. 
1               And if we are able to develop a station at 
2   our location, we would be able to cut down not only on 
3   automobile traffic on 695, but also to cut down, I 
4   mean, enable our occupants of the building to have, you 
5   know, additional, they wouldn't have to worry about 
6   parking and transportation and things like that. 
7               So, we are a part of the community.  We 
8   have a lease with the General Services Administration 
9   until 2018.  So, we've been supportive of everything 
10   here and in and around the community and we want to be 
11   a very integral part of the Red Line process through 
12   the Department of Transportation. 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
There would be a station located immediately east of Woodlawn Drive to 
serve the Social Security Administration and other offices in the area. In 
addition, there would be a pedestrian walkway over Woodlawn Drive for 
convenient access to office buildings west of Woodlawn Drive. A potential 
station between I-695 and Woodlawn Drive, shown in the DEIS, is not a part 
of the Preferred Alternative. 
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1               MS. ANGELA BETHEA-SPEARMAN:  Angela is 
2   A-N-G-E-L-A, last name is B-E-T-H-E-A hyphen 
3   S-P-E-A-R-M-A-N.  And I'm here today to represent 
4   Southwest Development Committee, which we consist of 
5   many communities to say that we are in support of 
6   option 4D, which is total tunnel.  There needs to be 
7   some modifications to option 4D, but that's what we're 
8   in support of, option 4D.  I want to also state that we 
9   need to clear, most of the people in our area only know 
10   about just our area.  But I want to state for the 
11   record that we want the same treatment that is given to 
12   historic Fells Point, Federal Hill, Patterson Park,  
13   Canton, that you're doing over there which is total 
14   underground for 575 million dollars of the so- called 
15   billion.  Then now they're proposing to take it and 
16   change that option, which is going to cost another 202 
17   million. 
18               As long as we sit back and be quiet and be 
19   the sacrificial lambs for the entire city, they will 
20   get what they want and they will not be deterred with, 
21   oh, well we're going to do development.  No, they're 
1   not talking that crap to them because that's a 
2   different class of people.  People standing up for what 
3   you want.  We are equally as important.  Stand up for 
4   what's right for us.  If it's good enough tunneling for 
5   the east side high class Caucasian communities, it's 
6   good enough for us.  I suggest that we go back to the 
7   10 miles or 10.5 miles that the system started with, 
8   which pretty much guaranteed us that we would be able 
9   to get tunneling, elected officials.  We should not 
10   have allowed another four miles to be added to the 
11   system, which then makes it unreasonable costs for 
12   everybody.  We can't be the sacrificial lambs.  We need 
13   not just fair treatment, but equal treatment.  Yes, 
14   we're demanding underground, yes, that's what's best 
15   for our communities.  That's what's best for us. 
16   Nobody squawking about the east side and that's all 
17   they're getting is tunneling, after you added another 4 
18   point miles for them.  No.  Not at our expense.  Thank you. 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  The selection of those areas for tunnel 
was based on the same critical considerations. To meet the project’s 
purpose and need, it was important to connect people with key activity 
centers such as the Social Security Administration, University of Maryland 
downtown, Central Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing 
Metro and Light Rail were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

Preferred Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, including the majority of Boston Street and a limited amount of 
aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 
Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need. 
 
The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
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purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).   In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information.  

The decision for including a surface alignment along Edmondson Avenue 
was made due to the $525 million additional cost of a tunnel option. This 
decision was independent of the length of the project being 10 miles versus 
14 miles.  

The FTA Office of Civil Rights has reviewed the environmental justice and 
Title VI complaints and either dismissed or found them insufficient.  The FTA 
has not found any violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act or the 
Community Right to Know Act 
 
In addition, Section 5.4 of the FEIS sets forth the detailed analysis 
performed to evaluate whether the Red Line would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects to minority and low-income communities that would result from the 
construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative. Since the AA/DEIS 
was published, the MTA has continued extensive public outreach with 
communities throughout the corridor, updated the environmental justice 
analysis with the 2010 US Census data, and continued coordinating with the 
FTA Office of Civil Rights. Refer to FEIS Chapters 5 and 8. 
 
Overall, the Red Line would improve accessibility for all communities 
including low-income and minority populations. While some impacts would 
occur within these communities, the impacts of the project on minority and 
low-income communities are not disproportionately high and adverse, and 
the project benefits these same communities by providing improved 
accessibility and faster, more reliable transit. 
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14               MS. RENEE MCCRAY:  Good morning. 
15               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Good morning. 
16               MS. RENEE MCCRAY:  I'd like to thank 
17   Jehovah God and my Lord and Savior Jesus Christ for 
18   being here this morning.  My name is Renee McCray, 
19   that's R-E-N- E-E, M-C-C-R-A-Y.  I'm here on behind of 
20   Southwest Better Community Association. 
21               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  If you could please 
1   give your address, thank you. 
2               MS. RENEE MCCRAY:  That's 109 Edgewood 
3   Street, Baltimore, Maryland, 21229.  I'm speaking on 
4   behalf of Southwest Better Community Association, 
5   Incorporated.  This community organization meets the 
6   second Thursday each month at Mary E.  Robbins 
7   Recreation center located at 3600 West Mulberry Street, 
8   Baltimore, Maryland, 21229.  Southwest Better Community 
9   Association is disheartened by the manner is which MTA 
10   chose to inform the residents of this community about 
11   the hearing behind held here today.  The only 
12   notification that this community received was placed on 
13   Mount Holly Street and Edmondson Avenue.  The sign 
14   simply reads Comments On The Red Line, AADEIS, go 
15   online, e-mail, write or attend a public hearing.  For 
16   more information, visit www or call. 
17               Southwest Better feels that this action 
18   alone was an injustice to this community.  Some of the 
19   residents have never heard the term Red Line and most 
20   of the members of Southwest Better do not know what the 
21   acronym AADEIS stands for.  The majority of the 
1   residents in this community are seniors and do not own 
2   or have access to a computer. 
3               Also, we feel the MTA did not give the 
4   community the consideration of sending out a mass 
5   mailing notifying the people today, hearing, today 
6   about this hearing or a mailing explaining what the Red 
7   Line is and how it could impact our community.  How is 
8   it that you are holding a hearing asking people to 
9   voice their opinion about a topic many know nothing 
10 about? 

 

The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 
Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.   The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 
 
Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and  
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11               The only reason we have so many here today 
12   is because of a few volunteers that were aware and they 
13   went knocking on their neighbors doors handing out 
14   fliers so that our neighbors would have the opportunity 
15   to be here and have their voices be heard.  At that 
16   time, they were informed by their neighbors about their 
17   lack of knowledge concerning this project and this 
18   hearing. 
19               Members of the Southwest Better Community 
20   Association have examined the AADEIS and found it 
21   extremely repetitive and misleading.  We feel that it 
1   will not, let me repeat, will not benefit our community 
2   in any way.  We are concerned about the unreasonably 
3   heavy traffic, a fortified rodent population that will 
4   not be contained, and the destruction of 231 houses 
5   which will displace homeowners and renters alike. 
6               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Ms. McCray?  Ms. 
7   McCray?  Your time is up. 
8               MS. RENEE MCCRAY:  Just one more time. 
9               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  If you could please 
10   provide the information to us and we'll put into our -- 
11               MS. RENEE MCCRAY:  Okay.  All right.  All I 
12   want to say is Southwest Better Community Association 
13   Incorporated choose the No-Build Alternative.  Thank 
14   you. 

accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development. 

The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct 
mail and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 
homeowners and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and 
over 1,450 individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA 
held five sets of open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four 
rounds of Community Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact 
sheets were mailed to 249 religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight 
community meetings were held between September 2005 and March 2008. 
In 2006, the Maryland General Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line 
Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The CAC advised the MTA on impacts, 
opportunities and community concerns about the Baltimore Red Line 
through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 2012 seventeen 
Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed to provide input on 
the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs met approximately 
ten times during that time frame. 

Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. 
Additionally, regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been 
distributed to subscribers to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout 
planning, project information was made available at 34 resource hubs 
throughout the project area. MTA also made available a Red Line project 
website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). Downloadable materials 
included a map and simulation of the Preferred Alternative, photos, fliers, e-
newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 

Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under  

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes would be reduced to two 
lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red Line in the median.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications.   

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  
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LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction.  

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS. 
 
Construction contractors will be required to implement rodent (mouse and 
rat) control programs. 
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The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct 
mail and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 
homeowners and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and 
over 1,450 individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA 
held five sets of open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four 
rounds of Community Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact 
sheets were mailed to 249 religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight 
community meetings were held between September 2005 and March 2008. 
In 2006, the Maryland General Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line 
Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The CAC advised the MTA on impacts, 
opportunities and community concerns about the Baltimore Red Line 
through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 2012 seventeen 
Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed to provide input on 
the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs met approximately 
ten times during that time frame. 

Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. 
Additionally, regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been 
distributed to subscribers to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout 
planning, project information was made available at 34 resource hubs 
throughout the project area. MTA also made available a Red Line project 
website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). Downloadable materials 
included a map and simulation of the Preferred Alternative, photos, fliers, e-
newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 

Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 

The MTA advertised the Red Line AA/DEIS public hearings through several 

multi-media outlets including: 

 MTA TV and Radio Shows – Airing throughout the Baltimore area 

 Transit Advertising – Interior bus, light rail and metro 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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 Website Updates 

 Newspaper advertisements 

 Email Alerts 

 Transit Team Reports (Radio Tags)Mailings to residents within a ½ 

mile of alignment 

 Mailings to Community Associations 

 Information placed at Red Line Resource Hubs along the corridor 

 Participation and promotions at various public events along the 

corridor 

For additional information on how the AA/DEIS public hearings were 

advertised, refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS. 

The FTA Office of Civil Rights has reviewed the environmental justice and 
Title VI complaints and either dismissed or found them insufficient.  The FTA 
has not found any violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act or the 
Community Right to Know Act. 
 
In addition, Section 5.4 of the FEIS sets forth the detailed analysis 
performed to evaluate whether the Red Line would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects to minority and low-income communities that would result from the 
construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative. Since the AA/DEIS 
was published, the MTA has continued extensive public outreach with 
communities throughout the corridor, updated the environmental justice 
analysis with the 2010 US Census data, and continued coordinating with the 
FTA Office of Civil Rights. Refer to FEIS Chapters 5 and 8. 
 
Overall, the Red Line would improve accessibility for all communities 
including low-income and minority populations. While some impacts would 
occur within these communities, the impacts of the project on minority and 
low-income communities are not disproportionately high and adverse, and 
the project benefits these same communities by providing improved 
accessibility and faster, more reliable transit. 
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The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line.  Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.   
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 
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The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Cooks Lane and surface 
rail on Edmonson Avenue. There are no plans to fence the rail line on 
Edmonson Avenue. 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information.  

The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Edmonson Avenue.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals 
with indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will 
provide adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of 
Edmondson Avenue.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the 
center of Edmondson Avenue for increased safety.   

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.    

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and  
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installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications. 

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 

hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 

(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 

(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 

unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 

(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 

hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 

hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 

AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 

Build year 
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During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions.  A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction.  

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line.  Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.    
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2               MR. EDWARD COHEN:  Good afternoon.  My name 
3   is Edward Cohen.  I'm the past President and Founder of 
4   the Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan 
5   Baltimore.  E-D-W-A-R-D, C-O-H-E-N.  I'm also a member 
6   of the Red Line Citizen's Advisory Council that was 
7   appointed by the legislature, the Mayor, the County 
8   Executive and the Governor.  I am a member of the 
9   Baltimore Regional Transportation Board Citizen's 
10   Advisory Committee and I am on the Charles Street 
11   Trolley Steering Committee. 
12               There have been a lot of problems with 
13   process with regard to the Red Line.  In terms of this 
14   particular hearing and set of hearings, I just came 
15   from speaking with Peter Saar in the People's Counsel 
16   Office who told me that the People's Counsel's Office 
17   had not been properly notified.  They're supposed to 
18   get 6 weeks notice. 
19               There has not been proper notification on 
20   the buses.  It is supposed to be on every bus that 
21   rolls through the system.  It is on very few buses.  It 
1   has been on some Light Rail trains but the Light Rail 
2   trains do not run in the corridor.  They run 
3   perpendicular to the corridor.  Therefore, nobody 
4   traveling in the corridor on transit would see it 
5   unless they happen to be on one of the very few buses 
6   where there was notification. 
7               There is supposed to be a rescheduling of 
8   these hearings if there has not been proper 
9   notification.  So these hearings should be rescheduled 
10   because not all of the affected parties have heard 
11   about it. 
12               There is also a problem in what has 
13   appeared in the Alternatives Analysis Draft 
14   Environmental Impact Statement that has appeared.  It 
15   does not contain either the MTA's Citizen's Advisory 
16   Committee report on the Red and Green lines from 2003, 
17   nor does it contain a copy of the report to the 
18   legislature of the MTA's Red Line Citizen's Advisory 
19   Council.  So not all information is available. 

The Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore comments 
submitted by Edward Cohen are located under IDs 146 through 149; the 
responses to these comments are combined below.  
 
The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct 
mail and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 
homeowners and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and 
over 1,450 individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA 
held five sets of open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four 
rounds of Community Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact 
sheets were mailed to 249 religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight 
community meetings were held between September 2005 and March 2008. 
In 2006, the Maryland General Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line 
Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The CAC advised the MTA on impacts, 
opportunities and community concerns about the Baltimore Red Line 
through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 2012 seventeen 
Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed to provide input on 
the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs met approximately 
ten times during that time frame.  
 
Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. 
Additionally, regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been 
distributed to subscribers to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout 
planning, project information was made available at 34 resource hubs 
throughout the project area. MTA also made available a Red Line project 
website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). Downloadable materials 
included a map and simulation of the Preferred Alternative, photos, fliers, e-
newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 
 
Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 

 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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20               In addition, there have been a number of 
21   alternatives that were presented to the MTA that the 
1   MTA did not consider even though they had much 
2   community support.  The MTA has consistently refused to 
3   study heavy rails, saying that they're not required to 
4   do it even though they are required to study all 
5   reasonable alternatives.  Now, they don't have to study 
6   a particular mode.  But if there's a call for it, they 
7   should be studying it if it is feasible. 
8               The alternatives that exist have many 
9   environmental problems.  Those that are environmentally 
10   acceptable are a small subset.  There are people that 
11   object to no-build.  But there are also people that 
12   object to many of the build alternatives such as all 
13   surface. 
14               We foresee the alternative which is being 
15   pushed by the city and by the MTA is objectionable to 
16   the communities of Canton and Edmondson Village, West 
17   Hills and Hunting Ridge.  There are all kinds of 
18   environmental problems.  People should go to the site 
19   where they can read the record that appeared from the 
20   meetings of the Red Line Citizen's Advisory Council at 
21   baltimoreregiontransitplan.com/citizens- 
1   advisory-council so that you can find out what is in 
2   those records.  Thank you. 

The MTA advertised the Red Line AA/DEIS public hearings through several 
multi-media outlets including: 

 MTA TV and Radio Shows – Airing throughout the Baltimore area 

 Transit Advertising – Interior bus, light rail and metro 

 Website Updates 

 Newspaper advertisements 

 Email Alerts 

 Transit Team Reports (Radio Tags) 

 Mailings to residents within a ½ mile of alignment 

 Mailings to Community Associations 

 Information placed at Red Line Resource Hubs along the corridor 

 Participation and promotions at various public events along the 
corridor 

 
The MTA does have specific public hearing requirements when it is affecting 
certain bus or rail route changes.  These requirements specify the 
timeframe in which hearings are required and other requirements such as 
advertisement on transit vehicles.  However, the publication of the Red Line 
AA/DEIS and FEIS does not warrant a public hearing under the service 
change requirements.  There is also no requirement that the People’s 
Counsel receive specific notice for the Red Line AA/DEIS or FEIS.   
 
The AA/DEIS is not required to include reports from organizations. However, 
the Citizen’s Advisory Council report to the legislature, as well as all the 
meeting minutes are available to the public via the Red Line project website. 
Also, the MTA is an active participant in all CAC meetings and activities and 
continuously communicates and coordinates with the CAC.  
 
The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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12               MR. EDWARD COHEN:  Thank you.  My name is 
13   Edward Cohen. 
14               E-D-W-A-R-D, C-O-H-E-N.  I live at 808 
15   Cathedral Street, Baltimore, Maryland, 21201.  I am a 
16   member of the Red Line Citizens Advisory Council and I 
17   am the founding past president and rail committee chair 
18   of the Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan 
19   Baltimore.  The clock has started before my testimony, 
20   I was just identifying myself. 
21               I am here to discuss today the ways in 
1   which the study of the Red Line has been rigged.  In 
2   2002, the plan was released.  Prior to 2002, there was 
3   a rail plan that was ready for submission, the MTA did 
4   not allow it into the process.  Then, when the rail 
5   plan came out, it was reviewed by the MTA Citizens 
6   Advisory Committee.  They came out with a study and 
7   alternative for the Red Line that the MTA has never 
8   acknowledged, never put on their website, and did not 
9   put in the DEIS in violation of law. 
10               The MTA agreed because of pressure from the 
11   Red Line counsel to study certain heavy rail 
12   alternatives.  They agreed to study three of them.  It 
13   is on the record.  They then said which one should be 
14   studied, they were told, they then picked a different 
15   one and modified it.  They didn't tell what the 
16   modifications were.  They took a line that was given to 
17   them, that was the third recommendation, not the first, 
18   they eliminated two stations, they changed the 
19   engineering so that the frequency of service was only 
20   half as great, thereby reducing the rider benefits and 
21   the ridership on the line. 
1               They did not put in the bus connections 
2   that were given to them for this particular alignment 
3   but they kept the bus connections for light rail even 
4   though they were told to do otherwise and had agreed to 
5   do so.  They did not put in the east-side MARC 
6   connection so that everything that they did was 
7   designed to reduce the cost-effectiveness.  They then 
8   said it wasn't cost-effective and put that number in 

The status of land use and economic development in the Howard Street 
corridor cannot be directly attributed to the existence of light rail. Prior to 
the initiation of light rail in the early 1990s, the Howard Street corridor had 
already been changing from its existence as a major retail corridor in the 
1960s and 1970s to a corridor in economic decline. Economic development 
in the Howard Street corridor has begun to occur in the last decade.  
 
The Red Line will be constructed in compliance with all Federal and State 
floodplain requirements.  In particular, entrances to underground stations 
and tunnels will be constructed above an elevation of 12.2 feet above mean 
sea level.  The 100-year storm elevation with wave action is 11.2 feet above 
mean sea level.  The established elevation for the Red Line is more 
conservative than the standing 100-year floodplain elevation as it accounts 
for the effects of wind and waves.  An additional one foot has been added 
to the standard elevation to be even more conservative.   

Two alternatives which incorporated Heavy Rail were considered in the 
AA/DEIS for the Red Line.  They were described in Chapter 2, page 29 of the 
AA/DEIS.  Each of these alternatives were proposed by members of the 
public.   
 
The first of the two alternatives was a full Heavy Rail Alternative from Social 
Security Administration to Greektown, 14.3 miles.  This alternative was 
estimated to cost $2.383 Billion in 2007 dollars.  The alternative was not 
carried forward through full analysis in the AA/DEIS due to its high capital 
cost as compared to Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives being 
studied.   The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line in the FEIS has a cost of 
$2.575 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  The year-of-expenditure 
dollars are based on a schedule that has the Red Line opening in 2021 and 
escalation occurring at a rate of +3.1% per year.  Escalating the previously 
studied Heavy Rail Alternative capital cost at the same rate that is being 
used for the Preferred Alternative, with a project opening in 2021 and a 
mid-point of construction in the year 2018, yields a year-of-expenditure 
capital cost of $3.334 Billion.  This cost estimate for Heavy Rail is $759 
Million higher than the Preferred Alternative.  This 30% cost differential still 
renders the Heavy Rail Alternative as too costly when compared with 
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9   the DEIS and said that they had studied it.  In order 
10   to study something, you have to look at the thousands 
11   of alternatives that they looked at for bus rapid and 
12   light rail transit.  They did not. 
13               The MTA also deducted 25 million dollars 
14   from the operating costs of the systems that they had 
15   under study because they said that this would be 
16   recovered cost for bus operations because there would 
17   people on trains and there would be a savings on buses. 
18   All that is true.  But they did not deduct it from what 
19   they examined in terms of heavy rail, therefore jacking 
20   up the numbers and making the cost- effectiveness much 
21   worse. 
1               When we look at the numbers, it appears to 
2   us that there is no environmentally acceptable 
3   alternative for the Red Line for light rail that would 
4   cost less than a heavy rail alternative.  But they 
5   won't look at it.  They've given all sorts of excuses 
6   but the excuses don't seem to hold water.  All of this 
7   is documented in the MTA Citizens Advisory Committee 
8   report, which is available at 
9   baltimoreregiontransitplan.com/citizens- 
10   advisory-council.  Thank you very much and I will be 
11   speaking more at further hearings. 

the Preferred Alternative.  In addition, there are other aspects of this 
proposed Heavy Rail Alternative that could bring into question its feasibility, 
could lead to higher capital costs, and/or create environmental impacts that 
would need to be addressed with associated costs, if the Alternative were to 
be studied more thoroughly.  These include constructing adjacent to the 
Amtrak Northeast corridor and within Amtrak right-of-way, constructing 
connections with the existing Baltimore Metro and the need to shut down 
Metro service while that construction occurred, likely six to nine months at 
a minimum, additional property takes along Amtrak right-of-way, visual 
impacts of aerial alignment from Orangeville to Greektown, potential 4(f) 
impacts to being in tunnel under Leakin Park due to associated ventilation 
or emergency egress that may be required, and viability of an at-grade 
alignment along I-70. 
 
The second of the two alternatives was not a full Heavy Rail Alternative, but 
a combination of three modes – Heavy Rail, Light Rail, and Streetcar.  The 
Heavy Rail component extended the existing Metro from Johns Hopkins 
Hospital to the Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center.  From CMS to the 
western portion of downtown, the Alternative would be light rail similar to 
the Preferred Alternative.  Upon entering downtown, the light rail would be 
in surface to Camden Yards, and then would be in tunnel to the existing 
Charles Center Metro Station.   The third component would be a streetcar 
from Camden Yards, with surface operations along Pratt Street and through 
Harbor East, Fells Point, Canton, Canton Crossing, and Haven Street to the 
Amtrak right-of-way, ending at Edison Highway.  The streetcar alternative 
would run in mixed traffic along the surface.  This Alternative was estimated 
to have a capital cost of $1.8 Billion in 2007 dollars.  Escalated at 3.1% per 
year yields a cost of $2.518 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  This cost 
is comparable to the Preferred Alternative, just as it was similar to the costs 
of the light rail and bus rapid transit alternatives in the AA/DEIS.  The 
reasons this alternative were not studied further in the AA/DEIS are: 
 

 Many east-west trips through the corridor would require transfers 
due to the multiple modes, increasing transit travel time and 
decreasing ridership. 
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2               MR. EDWARD COHEN:  Good afternoon.  My name 
3   is Edward Cohen, E-D-W-A-R-D  C-O-H-E-N.  I live at 808 
4   Cathedral Street, Apartment 2F, Baltimore, Maryland 
5   21201.  I am also a member of the Transit Riders Action 
6   Council of Metropolitan Baltimore and a member of the 
7   legislatively appointed Red Line Citizens Advisory 
8   Council. 
9               What has struck me as I'm standing here 
10   listening to the testimony so far is that most of the 
11   people who have listened to 4C, if not all of them, 
12   have not appeared at the meetings of the Red Line 
13   Citizen Advisory Council, which has discovered a number 
14   of things contrary to the testimony, that's been 
15   presented by some of the people here. 
16               One of the things that I've heard is about 
17   jobs.  What we've discovered is that it will create 
18   construction jobs and MTA jobs, but we haven't seen any 
19   documentation for any other jobs that it would create. 
20               We have heard that it would stimulate 
21   development, but we haven't seen any development on 
1   Howard Street north of Saratoga Street.  We haven't 
2   seen that in Philadelphia or Buffalo or Cleveland or 
3   Pittsburgh or Boston along their lines. 
4               This is because you have to have the right 
5   geometry and geography for your city for this to 
6   actually stimulate development, and in the northeast 
7   the cities are not designed that way.  Heavy rail was 
8   something that was discussed and not studied, even 
9   though the DEIS says that it was studied, it was not 
10   studied. 
11               The numbers that the MTA got out of their 
12   examination were rigged and we discovered how they were 
13   rigged.  And that's discussed in the report of the 
14   Citizen's Advisory Committee, which is supposed to be 
15   part of the final report going into the FDA, but which 
16   is not available out there.  The technical reports are 
17   also not available out there. 
18               So I don't know how many people in Little 
19   Italy know that the plan is to tunnel underneath the 

  All of the streetcar component requires sharing lanes with traffic, 
which degrades both vehicular traffic movements, as well as transit 
travel times, and would reduce ridership.  

 Introducing a new mode, streetcar, requires an additional new 
maintenance facility for streetcars and introduces a new mode of 
transit to Baltimore, which does not improve transit efficiency. 

 

Refer to Section 2.4.2 in the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for additional information. 

There are a number of comments relative the assumptions used in 
developing the heavy rail alternatives considered. The assumptions which 
were used were consistent with the assumptions used in developing an 
analyzing the Preferred Alternative. 
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20   houses and businesses of Little Italy in soft soil.  I 
21   don't know how many people understand that there is a 
1   recommendation in 4C for a portal that would be in the 
2   floodplain and the storm surge zone of the Harbor at a 
3   time when we have Global Warming and expected rising 
4   sea levels. 
20   houses and businesses of Little Italy in soft soil.  I 
21   don't know how many people understand that there is a 
1   recommendation in 4C for a portal that would be in the 
2   floodplain and the storm surge zone of the Harbor at a 
3   time when we have Global Warming and expected rising 
4   sea levels. 
5               We might have a portal that is under water. 
6   I don't know how many people know that the MTA did not 
7   include the cost of water-tight doors in 4C.  I don't 
8   know how many people know that the report says that 
9   there would actually be more congestion and less people 
10   being able to come in from the west side with 4C. 
11               So there are a lot of misconceptions out 
12   there.  A lot of people are also saying that No- Build 
13   is unacceptable.  No-Build may be unacceptable, but we 
14   have to have alternatives that are reasonable.  The 
15   only reasonable alternative right now is 4D, and 4D 
16   would cost more, carry fewer people, be slower, and 
17   cost more to operate than heavy rail. 
18               We've already seen that we can extend our 
19   subway and connect both campuses of Hopkins and 
20   Greektown for only $570 million.  I will be discussing 
21   this further at Woodlawn.  Thank you. 
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4               MR. EDWARD COHEN:  Yes, my name is Edward 
5   Cohen.  E-D-W-A-R-D, C-O-H-E-N.  I live at 808 
6   Cathedral Street, Apartment 2F, Baltimore, Maryland, 
7   21201.  I am a member of the Red Line Citizens Advisory 
8   Council and the rail committee chair of the Transit 
9   Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore. 
10               The Red Line proposals that we have seen do 
11   not include heavy rail.  The DEIS reports that heavy 
12   rail would require too much tunneling, but the CAC saw 
13   an alternative for heavy rail that had as little as two 
14   miles of tunneling that the MTA agreed to examine and 
15   then did not. 
16               There was another alternative that the CAC 
17   looked at for an automated line that would have trains 
18   every two minutes and the MTA did not look at that 
19   either.  Heavy rail alternatives would not require too 
20   much tunnel, and in fact, could share the existing 
21   tunnel downtown. 
1               The DEIS said that the Red Line could not 
2   share it because light rail can not operate in the 
3   heavy rail tunnel.  But if the Red Line were heavy 
4   rail, then it could, and that argument is gone. 
5               The cost of heavy rail is actually less, 
6   according to the MTA's consultants, than 4D and 3D as 
7   alternatives.  The heavy rail alternatives do not have 
8   the community opposition that we have seen to 4C. 
9   Because they would carry more people and travel at 
10   higher speeds than 4D or 3D, they should have been 
11   included in the DEIS according to FDA guidelines. 
12               And the fact that they have not been 
13   included is just one more example of how this process 
14   has not followed the requirements for process for a 
15   rail project in the United States. 
16               Therefore, I would say that what we need to 
17   do is to have a supplementary to the DEIS that includes 
18   the heavy rail alternatives that MTA publicly agreed to 
19   examine and to have MTA study them, which they did not 
20   do.  If that were done, then we could come up with an 
21   alternative that would have community support on the 
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1   Red Line.  But until that happens, this line will only 
2   divide Baltimore and cause contention. 
3               When process is not followed, it puts the 
4   project at risk.  And process have been violated in 
5   terms of public notice, in terms of handicapped access, 
6   in many, many ways on this project.  But most notably, 
7   by not even looking at alternatives that we're 
8   submitting.  Heavy rail alternatives were ready for 
9   submission before the rail plan was even put together 
10   in 2001.  And they were barred from submission to the 
11   planning process. 
12               The MTA reported that there were four 
13   drafts of the rail plan when, in fact, there was only 
14   one.  So this process has been one where reports are 
15   being made to the Federal Transit Administration that 
16   do not correspond to the facts. 
17               And therefore I would say that if this 
18   process is not expanded, then the process itself should 
19   be terminated.  This is not calling for No-Build, this 
20   is saying that the process should be ended if it is not 
21   expanded.  Thank you. 
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20               MR. CHRISTOPHER FIELD:  I didn't expect 
21   attendance to be so low.  My name is Christopher Field. 
1   C-H-R-I-S- T-O-P-H-E-R, F-I-E-L-D.  I'm the President 
2   of the Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan 
3   Baltimore.  I live on Roland Avenue in Baltimore City 
4   between Hampden and Roland Park. 
5               First, I want to point out that I think 
6   these hearings are being conducted contrary to state 
7   law which requires that notice of hearings be posted on 
8   70 percent of the buses at least 30 days before the 
9   hearings.  At the moment, the notices are posted only 
10   on the Number 40 bus.  As far as I know, the notices 
11   went up much closer than 30 days ago. 
12               I've even heard report of an internal 
13   conversation within the MTA that acknowledged that they 
14   were out of compliance with the state law but were 
15   proceeding with the hearings anyway.  I mention this 
16   because it is indicative of how the MTA has conducted 
17   the Red Line study from the very beginning. 
18               In December of 2003, the MTA's Citizens 
19   Advisory Committee approved a report titled, Proposals 
20   and Discussion on Phase I of the Baltimore Transit 
21   Plan.  This report showed that the current subway 
1   operates at a lower cost per passenger mile than the 
2   buses or the Light Rail.  It showed that if the MTA had 
3   never built the subway and carried all those passengers 
4   on buses instead, its operating costs would be 
5   substantially higher than they are today. 
6               It also showed that there was no such 
7   effect for the Light Rail because its operating costs 
8   are nearly the same as the operating cost of a bus.  In 
9   fact, today the Light Rail costs more to operate on a 
10   per passenger mile than the buses do. 
11               That report also offered the MTA an 
12   alignment for heavy rail option which was about 50 
13   percent above-ground.  So the argument that's often 
14   used by the MTA that a heavy rail would have to be 
15   completely tunneled and was completely cost prohibitive 

The Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore comments 
submitted by Christopher Field are located under IDs 150 through 153; the 
responses to these comments are combined below.  

The DEIS Public Hearings met all legal requirements with regards to their 
advertisement. 

The MTA does have specific public hearing requirements when it is affecting 
certain bus or rail route changes.  These requirements specify the 
timeframe in which hearings are required and other requirements such as 
advertisement on transit vehicles.  However, the publication of the Red Line 
AA/DEIS and FEIS does not warrant a public hearing under the service 
change requirements.  There is also no requirement that the People’s 
Counsel receive specific notice for the Red Line AA/DEIS or FEIS.   
 

The AA/DEIS is not required to include reports from organizations. However, 
the Citizen’s Advisory Council report to the legislature, as well as all the 
meeting minutes are available to the public via the Red Line project website.  
Also, the MTA is an active participant in all CAC meetings and activities and 
continuously communicates and coordinates with the CAC. The commenter 
specifically references a report on heavy rail that was presented to the CAC 
and states that the MTA has never acknowledged the report. The MTA has 
taken under consideration all information from the CAC.  
 

Two alternatives which incorporated Heavy Rail were considered in the 
AA/DEIS for the Red Line.  They were described in Chapter 2, page 29 of the 
AA/DEIS.  Each of these alternatives were proposed by members of the 
public.   
 
The first of the two alternatives was a full Heavy Rail Alternative from Social 
Security Administration to Greektown, 14.3 miles.  This alternative was 
estimated to cost $2.383 Billion in 2007 dollars.  The alternative was not 
carried forward through full analysis in the AA/DEIS due to its high capital 
cost as compared to Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives being 
studied.   The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line in the FEIS has a cost of 
$2.575 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  The year-of-expenditure 
dollars are based on a schedule that has the Red Line opening in 2021  
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16   is not true and this was known from the very beginning. 
17               The MTA has never acknowledged the report 
18   and has not commented on it in its Draft Environmental 
19   Impact Statement.  Nor has the MTA explained in the 
20   Draft Environmental Impact Statement why the alignment 
21   was never studied.  Just as the MTA has disregarded 
1   state law concerning these hearings, and as it has 
2   disregarded its own advisory council, the MTA has 
3   disregarded community concerns. 
4               From the beginning of the Red Line study, 
5   leaders of the Edmondson Village area have expressed 
6   opposition to placing a Red Line on Edmondson Avenue. 
7   Yet, the seems to be the alignment that is preferred by 
8   the City of Baltimore, by the Greater Baltimore 
9   Committee, and, I suspect, by the MTA. 
10               The MTA has conducted many tours of western 
11   cities to show how wonderful Light Rail can be.  Yet, 
12   none of those cities look like Baltimore.  Baltimore 
13   has narrower streets with higher congestion.  Those 
14   cities just don't represent how Light Rail operates in 
15   our city. 
16               The Transit Riders Action Council of 
17   Metropolitan Baltimore has taken a position against all 
18   of the alternatives in the Alternatives Analysis and 
19   Draft Environmental Impact Statement, including the 
20   no-build alternative. 
21               Clearly, Baltimore and Maryland need a 
1   better transit system if they're to compete on a 
2   regional, national and international basis in an 
3   oil-constrained 21st Century.  We call upon the MTA to 
4   restart the Red Line study with a new statement of need 
5   that will permit the inclusion of a wider range of 
6   alignments, include heavy rail, link better with the 
7   current rail system in Baltimore, and be acceptable to 
8   all the communities through which it passes.  Thank 
9   you. 

and escalation occurring at a rate of +3.1% per year.  Escalating the 
previously studied Heavy Rail Alternative capital cost at the same rate that is 
being used for the Preferred Alternative, with a project opening in 2021 and 
a mid-point of construction in the year 2018, yields a year-of-expenditure 
capital cost of $3.334 Billion.  This cost estimate for Heavy Rail is $759 
Million higher than the Preferred Alternative.  This 30% cost differential still 
renders the Heavy Rail Alternative as too costly when compared with the 
Preferred Alternative.  In addition, there are other aspects of this proposed 
Heavy Rail Alternative that could bring into question its feasibility, could 
lead to higher capital costs, and/or create environmental impacts that 
would need to be addressed with associated costs, if the Alternative were to 
be studied more thoroughly.  These include constructing adjacent to the 
Amtrak Northeast corridor and within Amtrak right-of-way, constructing 
connections with the existing Baltimore Metro and the need to shut down 
Metro service while that construction occurred, likely six to nine months at 
a minimum, additional property takes along Amtrak right-of-way, visual 
impacts of aerial alignment from Orangeville to Greektown, potential 4(f) 
impacts to being in tunnel under Leakin Park due to associated ventilation 
or emergency egress that may be required, and viability of an at-grade 
alignment along I-70. 
 
The second of the two alternatives was not a full Heavy Rail Alternative, but 
a combination of three modes – Heavy Rail, Light Rail, and Streetcar.  The 
Heavy Rail component extended the existing Metro from Johns Hopkins 
Hospital to the Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center.  From CMS to the 
western portion of downtown, the Alternative would be light rail similar to 
the Preferred Alternative.  Upon entering downtown, the light rail would be 
in surface to Camden Yards, and then would be in tunnel to the existing 
Charles Center Metro Station.   The third component would be a streetcar 
from Camden Yards, with surface operations along Pratt Street and through 
Harbor East, Fells Point, Canton, Canton Crossing, and Haven Street to the 
Amtrak right-of-way, ending at Edison Highway.  The streetcar alternative 
would run in mixed traffic along the surface.  This Alternative was estimated 
to have a capital cost of $1.8 Billion in 2007 dollars.  Escalated at 3.1% per 
year yields a cost of $2.518 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  This cost  
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8               MR. CHRISTOPHER FIELD:  My name is 
9   Christopher Field, C-H-R-I-S-T-O-P-H-E-R, F-I-E-L-D.  I 
10   live at 4146 Roland Avenue here in Baltimore, Maryland. 
11   I'm also the president of the Transit Riders Action 
12   Council of Metropolitan Baltimore. 
13               I'd like to start by repeating my testimony 
14   from Thursday, which is to say that the MTA has not 
15   complied with the notification requirements required by 
16   state law for these hearings.  The state law requires 
17   that the hearings, that notices of hearings be posted 
18   on percent of the buses in the city or the buses in 
19   their system more than 30 days before the hearings. 
20   And since they have not complied with that, that would 
21   make these hearings illegal.  And therefore would not 
1   meet the requirements that are necessary for the DEIS. 
2   I think that the evidence of that is shown on the 
3   dismal turnout that occurred this past Thursday, where 
4   the meeting was repeatedly recessed because of lack of 
5   attendance. 
6               But turning now to Edmondson Avenue, I fear 
7   very much for the Edmondson Village area.  As I 
8   bicycled up Edmondson Avenue from Glen Falls this 
9   afternoon, I can't imagine how you can fit a light rail 
10   and the road and the sidewalk into that right-of-way 
11   without completely blocking it off in such a way that 
12   people cannot walk across the street without finding a 
13   safe place to pause halfway across. 
14               I believe that after the Red Line is built 
15   on the surface it's going to be, Edmondson Avenue is 
16   going to channelized, which basically means it becomes 
17   a corridor rather like the Garden State Parkway through 
18   the oranges where nobody can cross even though they can 
19   look across a very short distance.  And therefore, I am 
20   really concerned about what happens to this 
21   neighborhood after the Red Line is built on the surface 
1   because I don't think there's any chance it will be 
2   built below the surface. 
3               The MTA Citizens Advisory Council presented 

is comparable to the Preferred Alternative, just as it was similar to the costs 
of the light rail and bus rapid transit alternatives in the AA/DEIS.  The 
reasons this alternative were not studied further in the AA/DEIS are: 
 

 Many east-west trips through the corridor would require transfers 
due to the multiple modes, increasing transit travel time and 
decreasing ridership. 

 All of the streetcar component requires sharing lanes with traffic, 
which degrades both vehicular traffic movements, as well as transit 
travel times, and would reduce ridership.  

 Introducing a new mode, streetcar, requires an additional new 
maintenance facility for streetcars and introduces a new mode of 
transit to Baltimore, which does not improve transit efficiency. 

 

Refer to Section 2.4.2 in the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for additional information. 

In response to a comment on ridership forecasts, system wide MTA transit 
ridership increases by 19,000 trips per day with the Red Line, when 
compared with the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Edmonson Avenue.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals 
with indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will 
provide adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of 
Edmondson Avenue.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the 
center of Edmondson Avenue for increased safety.   

The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct mail 
and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 homeowners 
and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and over 1,450 
individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA held five sets of 
open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four rounds of Community 
Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact sheets were mailed to 249 
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4   to the MTA back in 2003 an alignment for heavy rail 
5   that came through the neighborhood that was acceptable 
6   to the neighborhood at that time.  The entire alignment 
7   was acceptable to every neighborhood through which it 
8   went and yet the MTA has failed to acknowledge that 
9   alignment, failed to study that alignment and failed to 
10   explain to us why they did not study the alignment. 
11               I'd like to make one other interesting 
12   point about the Red Line.  The transportation models 
13   that forecast ridership on the Red Line, forecast 
14   unchanged or actually decreasing ridership on the 
15   existing subway, the existing light rail and the 
16   existing MARC system after the Red Line is built.  The 
17   Red Line is useless to the city if it doesn't add value 
18   to what we already have.  And if it cannot attract more 
19   riders onto the existing rail systems that we have, 
20   then what's the point of building it?  Thank you. 

religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight community meetings were held 
between September 2005 and March 2008. In 2006, the Maryland General 
Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The 
CAC advised the MTA on impacts, opportunities and community concerns about 
the Baltimore Red Line through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 
to 2012 seventeen Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed 
to provide input on the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs 
met approximately ten times during that time frame. 

Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. Additionally, 
regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been distributed to subscribers 
to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout planning, project information was 
made available at 34 resource hubs throughout the project area. MTA also made 
available a Red Line project website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). 
Downloadable materials included a map and simulation of the Preferred 
Alternative, photos, fliers, e-newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 

Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 

The Red Line will be constructed in compliance with all Federal and State 
floodplain requirements.  In particular, entrances to underground stations and 
tunnels will be constructed above an elevation of 12.2 feet above mean sea 
level.  The 100-year storm elevation with wave action is 11.2 feet above mean 
sea level.  The established elevation for the Red Line is more conservative than 
the standing 100-year floodplain elevation as it accounts for the effects of wind 
and waves.  An additional one foot has been added to the standard elevation to 
be even more conservative.   

The meeting location for the MTA Red Line AA/DEIS hearing at Lithuanian 
Hall, the first of four hearing locations, had insufficient ADA access. Upon 
discovering the access issue, Mr. Reuter’s testimony was received outside of 
the hearing room. In addition, access for all three other locations for the 
AA/DEIS hearings were reviewed and were fully ADA accessible. The MTA 
developed specific procedures to screen all future meeting sites for ADA 
accessibility and throughout the rest of the project study, all sites for public 
meetings were compliant. 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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4               MR. CHRISTOPHER FIELD:  Thank you.  My name 
5   is Christopher Field. 
6               I live in Baltimore City at 4146 Roland 
7   Avenue between Hampden and Roland Park. 
8               COURT REPORTER:  Spell both names. 
9               MR. CHRISTOPHER FIELD:  Christopher, 
10   C-H-R-I-S-T-O-P-H-E-R, Field, F-I-E-L-D. 
11               COURT REPORTER:  Thank you. 
12               MR. CHRISTOPHER FIELD:  I'm the President 
13   of the Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan 
14   Baltimore.  I first want to repeat some of my earlier 
15   testimony, which is to say that I believe that these 
16   hearings are being conducted contrary to state law 
17   which requires that notification of meetings be posted 
18   on percent of the rolling stock throughout the MTA 
19   system.  Notice was not presented on the rolling stock. 
20               It was on the #40 bus, and a few bus 
21   shelters, and the Light Rail, but by no means 75 
1   percent of the rolling stock and therefore these 
2   hearings are not in compliance with state law. 
3               Moving onto a new topic, some of the 
4   alternatives call for a tunnel under Little Italy, 
5   Fells Point, and coming out on a portal on Boston 
6   Street or similar points along there onto a surface 
7   alignment along Boston Street through Canton. 
8               One of the concerns that we have about such 
9   an alignment is, I recall, that Hurricane Isabel some 
10   years ago flooded significant portions of the Harbor 
11   region and I'm afraid that a portal so close to the 
12   water surface may endanger the tunnel to flooding.  And 
13   part of the proposal is to have a pedestrian tunnel 
14   between the Red Line and the existing subway at Charles 
15   Center. 
16               I'm really concerned about what the level 
17   of that tunnel would be in relation to a hypothetical 
18   flooding situation in the event of a global sea rise 
19   over the next century, particularly mixed with a 
20   hurricane coming through Baltimore. 

In September 2001, the Maryland Department of Transportation Secretary 
appointed 23 elected, civic, business, transit and community leaders from 
throughout the Baltimore region to serve on The Baltimore Region Rail System Plan 
Advisory Committee. The Secretary asked the Committee to recommend a regional 
rail system long-term plan and to identify priority projects to begin the Plan’s 
implementation. The Advisory Committee adopted a Baltimore Region Rail System 
Plan in March 2002, developed a Baltimore Region Rail System Plan Report and 
transmitted its recommendations to the Maryland Department of Transportation. 
In the course of its work, the Advisory Committee established public outreach 
activities to receive input. The Maryland Department of Transportation accepted 
the Rail System Plan as a blueprint and guidance for transit expansion. The Advisory 
Committee recommended an east-west Red Line as a priority project for 
development. Subsequently, the MTA initiated project planning activities for the 
development of a Red Line resulting in the development of the AA/DEIS document. 
The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line is conceptually consistent with the Red 
Line in the Baltimore Region Rail System Plan.     
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21               You have the possibility of flooding not 
1   only the Red Line tunnels but also the existing subway 
2   tunnels. 
3               There have been many tours offered by the 
4   MTA and others of western cities to show how wonderful 
5   Light Rail is in those systems.  My recollection of 
6   most of those cities is they don't look like Baltimore. 
7   Their streets don't look like Baltimore streets. 
8               Baltimore streets are typically narrower 
9   and much more congested than the western cities. 
10   They've been used as wonderful role models.  They're 
11   also growing very rapidly and that development is very 
12   easy to get along Light Rail Lines. 
13               I will conclude by saying that the Transit 
14   Riders Action Council has taken a position against all 
15   of the alternatives in the Alternative Analysis/Draft 
16   Environmental Impact Statement including the No-Build. 
17   We feel that the Analysis has excluded options that 
18   were really very viable and should have been included. 
19               Baltimore does need a Red Line, but it 
20   needs to be a Red Line that's planned with a larger 
21   scope and includes alternatives that have been 
1   rejected.  Thank you. 
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13               MR. ROBERT PRICE:  Thank you, sir.  My name 
14   is Robert Price, R-O-B-E-R-T  P-R-I-C-E.  I'm a 
15   resident of Charles Village.  I'm with the United Steel 
16   Workers from Sparrows Point.  I work with Severstal 
17   Steel.  It used to be Mittal and Bethlehem for people 
18   that go back further. 
19               I have to say that we're very encouraged 
20   with this project.  It couldn't be at a more timely 
21   time.  Unfortunately, right now, the steel industry is 
1   probably in the worst situation since the Great 
2   Depression.  So certainly any orders that we can get 
3   over the next one to three years would be extremely 
4   helpful to us. 
5               The route that we would most favor is the 
6   route with the maximum underground and tunnel usage. 
7   We think in the long-run that would serve the city 
8   better.  We do have some retired people, a few of whom 
9   are disabled and many of whom live in West Baltimore 
10   and I think some of them are not allowed to drive 
11   anymore, so they would certainly make use of the 
12   service. 
13               Also we look forward to reducing congestion 
14   on the west side as we have to travel 7 days a week, 24 
15   hours a day, back and forth to work, at different 
16   shifts and times and that also creates some 
17   difficulties for our members.  I would hope that the 
18   elected officials could cut as much red-tape as 
19   possible and that we could get this project underway as 
20   soon as possible. 
21               The engineering looks very sound and we 
1   would highly favor it.  The Plate Mills in 
2   Pennsylvania, for example, have been supporting the 
3   Iraq war.  The good news is that the war is winding 
4   down, the bad news is that they won't have orders for 
5   armor plate and steel like they had and I think this 
6   would be very timely to provide them with some orders 
7   as well as Sparrows Point.  If there's anything that we 
8   could roll in support of this project we'd certainly 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project.  
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9   like to. 
10               On behalf of the steel workers and our rank 
11   and file people down at Sparrows Point, who often talk 
12   about the lack of a good east-west Mass Transit 

13   Corridor.  We encourage this project.  Thank you. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 

The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 

The MTA has continued to work with your organization through the 
planning for the alignment and stations within the vicinity of the University 
of Maryland and will continue to do so. 
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10               MS. BRENDA LATNEY-LEE:  My name is Brenda 
11   Latney-Lee, Brenda, B-R-E-N-D-A, Latney, L-A-T-N-E-Y, 
12   hyphen, L-E-E.  And I represent the Uplands Community 
13   Association.  I'm the vice president and we know that 
14   the Red Line will affect our community.  And it will 
15   affect the quality of our lives.  And we believe that 
16   we don't need an above ground rail system to improve 
17   Edmondson Avenue.  We believe that Edmondson Avenue can 
18   be improved if the rail system is underground. 
19               So, on behalf of the Uplands Community 
20   Association, we're opposed to the Alternative 4C, which 
21   is any above ground rail system.  But we are for 4D 
1   with the modification that it be underground and to 
2   take the system back to the 10.5 miles that was 
3   originally agreed upon by the Maryland State 
4   legislation years ago.  And so, we, the Uplands 
5   Community oppose above- ground. 

The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 
Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas the Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market. The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 
 
Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 



ID 157:  Uplands Community Association   December 2012 

  

 

 A-279 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development. 
 
The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 

Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information. 
 

There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses.  As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use.  Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail).  The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost.  In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 
Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two  
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travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information.   

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 
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  Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour  

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   

The National Scenic Byways Program is a Federal Highway Administration 
program established to help recognize, preserve and enhance selected 
roads throughout the US.  A portion of Boston Street within the project 
study corridor is part of the Star-Spangled Banner Scenic Byway, a 100+ mile 
byway that provides views of and access to historic resources.  The Red Line 
would not affect the function or designation of the Boston Street route as 
part of the scenic byway.      

 
Two alternatives which incorporated Heavy Rail were considered in the 
AA/DEIS for the Red Line.  They were described in Chapter 2, page 29 of the 
AA/DEIS.  Each of these alternatives were proposed by members of the 
public.   
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 The first of the two alternatives was a full Heavy Rail Alternative from Social 
Security Administration to Greektown, 14.3 miles.  This alternative was 
estimated to cost $2.383 Billion in 2007 dollars.  The alternative was not 
carried forward through full analysis in the AA/DEIS due to its high capital 
cost as compared to Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives being 
studied.   The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line in the FEIS has a cost of 
$2.575 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  The year-of-expenditure 
dollars are based on a schedule that has the Red Line opening in 2021 and 
escalation occurring at a rate of +3.1% per year.  Escalating the previously 
studied Heavy Rail Alternative capital cost at the same rate that is being 
used for the Preferred Alternative, with a project opening in 2021 and a 
mid-point of construction in the year 2018, yields a year-of-expenditure 
capital cost of $3.334 Billion.  This cost estimate for Heavy Rail is $759 
Million higher than the Preferred Alternative.  This 30% cost differential still 
renders the Heavy Rail Alternative as too costly when compared with the 
Preferred Alternative.  In addition, there are other aspects of this proposed 
Heavy Rail Alternative that could bring into question its feasibility, could 
lead to higher capital costs, and/or create environmental impacts that 
would need to be addressed with associated costs, if the Alternative were to 
be studied more thoroughly.  These include constructing adjacent to the 
Amtrak Northeast corridor and within Amtrak right-of-way, constructing 
connections with the existing Baltimore Metro and the need to shut down 
Metro service while that construction occurred, likely six to nine months at 
a minimum, additional property takes along Amtrak right-of-way, visual 
impacts of aerial alignment from Orangeville to Greektown, potential 4(f) 
impacts to being in tunnel under Leakin Park due to associated ventilation 
or emergency egress that may be required, and viability of an at-grade 
alignment along I-70. 

The second of the two alternatives was not a full Heavy Rail Alternative, but 
a combination of three modes – Heavy Rail, Light Rail, and Streetcar.  The 
Heavy Rail component extended the existing Metro from Johns Hopkins 
Hospital to the Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center.  From CMS to the 
western portion of downtown, the Alternative would be light rail similar to 
the Preferred Alternative.  Upon entering downtown, the light rail would be 
in surface to Camden Yards, and then would be in tunnel to the existing  
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Charles Center Metro Station.   The third component would be a streetcar 
from Camden Yards, with surface operations along Pratt Street and through 
Harbor East, Fells Point, Canton, Canton Crossing, and Haven Street to the 
Amtrak right-of-way, ending at Edison Highway.  The streetcar alternative 
would run in mixed traffic along the surface.  This Alternative was estimated 
to have a capital cost of $1.8 Billion in 2007 dollars.  Escalated at 3.1% per 
year yields a cost of $2.518 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  This cost 
is comparable to the Preferred Alternative, just as it was similar to the costs 
of the light rail and bus rapid transit alternatives in the AA/DEIS.  The 
reasons this alternative were not studied further in the AA/DEIS are: 
 

 Many east-west trips through the corridor would require transfers 
due to the multiple modes, increasing transit travel time and 
decreasing ridership. 

 All of the streetcar component requires sharing lanes with traffic, 
which degrades both vehicular traffic movements, as well as transit 
travel times, and would reduce ridership.  

 Introducing a new mode, streetcar, requires an additional new 
maintenance facility for streetcars and introduces a new mode of 
transit to Baltimore, which does not improve transit efficiency. 

 

Refer to Section 2.4.2 in the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for additional information. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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11               MR. STEVE WHISLER:  Good afternoon.  My 
12   name is Steve Whisler.  S-T-E-V-E, W-H-I, S as in Sam, 
13   L-E- R.  I'm president of the Westview Park Community 
14   Association, which is an 1800-home community that is 
15   the largest community association on the Red Line 
16   proposed routes.  We are located primarily inside and 
17   outside the Beltway between Ingleside Avenue, Rolling 
18   Road, I-70 and Route 40. 
19               I'm also here to let you know that I am a 
20   former member of the Red Line Commission, appointed 
21   under Governor Ehrlich's Red Line Commission and since 
1   dismissed after Governor O'Malley took office and 
2   consolidated the panels.  So, I appreciate your efforts 
3   today. 
4               I'm here to voice support for the Red Line 
5   effort.  It is very important that we expand and 
6   increase transportation opportunities for neighbors 
7   here in Western Baltimore county.  However, it's very 
8   important to let you know that we would like to see 
9   more investigation put into heavy rail alternatives. 
10               The plans that we identify most with and 
11   support are plans 4C and 4D, with 4D being the most 
12   ideal because of tunneling.  The main goal should be to 
13   minimize impact to traffic and not to exacerbate 
14   traffic conditions here in the Western Baltimore County 
15   area. 
16               My community association of 1800 homes, we 
17   are completely against option 3E which involves any 
18   routing of bus rapid transit or any kind of dedicated 
19   lane use through Westview Park. 
20               One of the things I'd like the Red Line 
21   Commission to ensure, is it recommends to the state 
1   legislator, the state legislatures, as this process 
2   goes forward, as we build this, this project through 
3   our communities, we really need to make sure that we 
4   address crime issues and potential increases in crime, 
5   that we need to make sure that we increase police 
6   services to prevent crime. 
7               In addition, I would like to see community 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures.   Vehicles, 
station platforms, and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras 
for observation and enforcement.  Project design will also incorporate 
features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The MTA police force 
will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 
 
Two alternatives which incorporated Heavy Rail were considered in the 
AA/DEIS for the Red Line.  They were described in Chapter 2, page 29 of the 
AA/DEIS.  Each of these alternatives were proposed by members of the 
public.   
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8   associations along the proposed route be involved in 

9   any kind of architectural design reviews of the bus 
10   stops or of the station stops, landscaping reviews, 
11   because it's very important that we have community 
12   buy-in to make sure that these facilities that we put 
13   in these neighborhoods are conducive to what they would 
14   like to see. 
15               In addition, as this process moves forward 
16   and if ground is broken to build the Red Line, we need 
17   to make sure we pay close attention to how construction 
18   may impact our businesses along any proposed route.  We 
19   have very fragile, small businesses along all of these 
20   proposed routes.  Any kind of disruption, any kind of 
21   prolonged disruption related to construction, will 
1   impact customers, it will impact their ability to keep 
2   our neighbors that work at these locations and it's 
3   very important that we think about this as we move 
4   forward. 
5               Lastly, again, I want to stress and 
6   emphasize the need to investigate heavy rail 
7   alternatives.  It is very important that we not 
8   discount this, this important alternative.  The costs 
9   are not as great as one would think. 
10               Moreover, again, I'd like to remind you, 
11   tunneling is obviously the most expensive alternative, 
12   but it would provide the most long-term mitigated risk 
13   to exacerbating traffic conditions in our area.  We 
14   need to make sure that any Red Line that we build, any 
15   Alternative, any path that we choose as far as running 
16   the Red Line, it needs to incorporate into existing 
17   transportation infrastructure, it needs to be fast, 
18   effective and efficient.  Otherwise, people will not 
19   use it. 
20               And again, thank you very much for 
21   everything you do.  Again, being on the Red Line 
1   Commission I know it's a lot of hard work and I 
2   appreciate your efforts.  Thank you and have a good 
3   day. 

The first of the two alternatives was a full Heavy Rail Alternative from Social 
Security Administration to Greektown, 14.3 miles.  This alternative was 
estimated to cost $2.383 Billion in 2007 dollars.  The alternative was not 
carried forward through full analysis in the AA/DEIS due to its high capital 
cost as compared to Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives being 
studied.   The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line in the FEIS has a cost of 
$2.575 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  The year-of-expenditure 
dollars are based on a schedule that has the Red Line opening in 2021 and 
escalation occurring at a rate of +3.1% per year.  Escalating the previously 
studied Heavy Rail Alternative capital cost at the same rate that is being 
used for the Preferred Alternative, with a project opening in 2021 and a 
mid-point of construction in the year 2018, yields a year-of-expenditure 
capital cost of $3.334 Billion.  This cost estimate for Heavy Rail is $759 
Million higher than the Preferred Alternative.  This 30% cost differential still 
renders the Heavy Rail Alternative as too costly when compared with the 
Preferred Alternative.  In addition, there are other aspects of this proposed 
Heavy Rail Alternative that could bring into question its feasibility, could 
lead to higher capital costs, and/or create environmental impacts that 
would need to be addressed with associated costs, if the Alternative were to 
be studied more thoroughly.  These include constructing adjacent to the 
Amtrak Northeast corridor and within Amtrak right-of-way, constructing 
connections with the existing Baltimore Metro and the need to shut down 
Metro service while that construction occurred, likely six to nine months at 
a minimum, additional property takes along Amtrak right-of-way, visual 
impacts of aerial alignment from Orangeville to Greektown, potential 4(f) 
impacts to being in tunnel under Leakin Park due to associated ventilation 
or emergency egress that may be required, and viability of an at-grade 
alignment along I-70. 
 
The second of the two alternatives was not a full Heavy Rail Alternative, but 
a combination of three modes – Heavy Rail, Light Rail, and Streetcar.  The 
Heavy Rail component extended the existing Metro from Johns Hopkins 
Hospital to the Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center.  From CMS to the 
western portion of downtown, the Alternative would be light rail similar to 
the Preferred Alternative.  Upon entering downtown, the light rail would be  
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in surface to Camden Yards, and then would be in tunnel to the existing 
Charles Center Metro Station.   The third component would be a streetcar 
from Camden Yards, with surface operations along Pratt Street and through 
Harbor East, Fells Point, Canton, Canton Crossing, and Haven Street to the 
Amtrak right-of-way, ending at Edison Highway.  The streetcar alternative 
would run in mixed traffic along the surface.  This Alternative was estimated 
to have a capital cost of $1.8 Billion in 2007 dollars.  Escalated at 3.1% per 
year yields a cost of $2.518 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  This cost 
is comparable to the Preferred Alternative, just as it was similar to the costs 
of the light rail and bus rapid transit alternatives in the AA/DEIS.  The 
reasons this alternative were not studied further in the AA/DEIS are: 
 

 Many east-west trips through the corridor would require transfers 
due to the multiple modes, increasing transit travel time and 
decreasing ridership. 

 All of the streetcar component requires sharing lanes with traffic, 
which degrades both vehicular traffic movements, as well as transit 
travel times, and would reduce ridership.  

 Introducing a new mode, streetcar, requires an additional new 
maintenance facility for streetcars and introduces a new mode of 
transit to Baltimore, which does not improve transit efficiency. 

 
Through use of Station Area Advisory Committees and other community 
outreach the MTA will be receiving input on station design. Impacts to 
businesses during construction are discussed in Chapter 5 of the FEIS.  
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would have a station located at Lombard and 
Howard Streets, providing convenient access to 1st Mariner Arena. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 

The Red Line Harbor East Station has a station entrance proposed at Central 
Avenue and Fleet Street.  Refer to Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional 
information on this proposed station. 
 



ID 164:  1199 SEIU United Healthcare Workers East  December 2012 

  

 

 A-292 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 
The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

Kernan Hospital is serviced by the #15 bus line at Windsor Mill Drive and 
Kernan Drive and will continue to be served by the proposed feeder #15W 
with connections to the Security Square and Rosemont Stations. 
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Joan Adams’ comments are located under IDs 167 and 168; the responses 
to her comments are combined below. 
 

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.   
 
The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Cooks Lane. 

The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct 
mail and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 
homeowners and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and 
over 1,450 individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA 
held five sets of open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four 
rounds of Community Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact 
sheets were mailed to 249 religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight 
community meetings were held between September 2005 and March 2008. 
In 2006, the Maryland General Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line 
Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The CAC advised the MTA on impacts, 
opportunities and community concerns about the Baltimore Red Line 
through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 2012 seventeen 
Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed to provide input on 
the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs met approximately 
ten times during that time frame.   
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Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. 
Additionally, regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been 
distributed to subscribers to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout 
planning, project information was made available at 34 resource hubs 
throughout the project area. MTA also made available a Red Line project 
website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). Downloadable materials 
included a map and simulation of the Preferred Alternative, photos, fliers, e-
newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 

Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 

Cooks Lane was selected as the route for the Red Line because it is the most 
direct and cost-effective route to major activity centers such as the Social 
Security Administration, Security Square Mall, and CMS. 

It would be necessary to use protective measures to support building 
foundations as part of tunnel or station excavation, where unavoidable. 
These measures are often utilized to reduce potential for damage caused by 
construction-induced movement. 

Both the Cooks Lane tunnel and Downtown Tunnel alignments and stations 
have been planned to avoid construction beneath existing buildings and 
other structures wherever possible. However, there are a few areas where 
this cannot be avoided. In addition, in some other areas, existing structures 
would be very close to excavation sites or the tunnel’s alignment. In both of 
these cases, a variety of measures, including underpinning, grouting, and 
building external support frames or bracing structures would be used to 
protect nearby structures during and following construction. Types of 
protective measures for the Red Line include ground improvements, bracing 
structures, and underpinning nearby structures.  Prior to construction, pre-
construction conditions would be documented through baseline surveys 
and visual inspections for buildings that are directly adjacent to the 
alignment. These conditions can then be compared with any changes after 
construction and may be used as the basis for compensation. 

Construction contractors will be required to implement rodent (mouse and 
rat) control programs.  
  

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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The Red Line will bring benefits to the communities located along the Red 
Line by providing improved transit access throughout the Baltimore Region.  
This will include access to activity centers and jobs along the Red Line as 
well as activities centers and jobs along interconnecting rail and bus lines. 
 
The FTA Office of Civil Rights has reviewed the environmental justice and 
Title VI complaints and either dismissed or found them insufficient.  The FTA 
has not found any violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act or the 
Community Right to Know Act.   
 
In addition, Section 5.4 of the FEIS sets forth the detailed analysis 
performed to evaluate whether the Red Line would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effects to minority and low-income communities that would result from the 
construction and operation of the Preferred Alternative. Since the AA/DEIS 
was published, the MTA has continued extensive public outreach with 
communities throughout the corridor, updated the environmental justice 
analysis with the 2010 US Census data, and continued coordinating with the 
FTA Office of Civil Rights. Refer to FEIS Chapters 5 and 8. 
 
Overall, the Red Line would improve accessibility for all communities 
including low-income and minority populations. While some impacts would 
occur within these communities, the impacts of the project on minority and 
low-income communities are not disproportionately high and adverse, and 
the project benefits these same communities by providing improved 
accessibility and faster, more reliable transit. 
 
The EJ analysis presented in the AA/DEIS was based on the 2000 Census 
Tracts. The West Hills Neighborhood is encompassed by Census Tract 
280401.5 which was included in the EJ analysis. Refer to the Enviornmental 
Justice Technical Report for additional information.  
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21               MS. JOAN ADAMS:  Yes.  My name is Joan 
1   Adams.  J-O-A-N, A-D-A-M-S.  And I am a resident of 
2   Greater West Hills of Baltimore, Maryland.  I've lived 
3   on Cooks Lane for 34 years.  I'm retired and I'm just 
4   beginning to enjoy my home.  And at this point in my 
5   life, I am not willing to or ready to leave my home, 
6   I'm just beginning to enjoy it. 
7               I am concerned about the vibrations and the 
8   environmental impact that the Red Line would have if 
9   it's constructed above ground.  In my view, the 
10   aggressive actions of the Maryland Transit Association, 
11   Administration, to those who on the Red Line project 
12   fail to involve the community.  We were not given a 
13   voice of opportunity, nor input.  We should be included 
14   in the planning process, what we want in our community 
15   and how it will benefit us as a community. 
16               Also, when viewing the Red Line census 
17   study, West Hills community is not even in the study of 
18   the census.  I don't understand that in their planning 
19   they included Cooks Lane and neighboring communities, 
20   and yet we're not included in their census study. 
21               As I sit now, we would have to go out of 
1   our neighborhoods to board whatever mode of 
2   transportation they decide to use.  I am not against 
3   the Red Line project, only the above-ground mode of 
4   transportation on Cooks Lane.  I believe my mode of 
5   transportation can effectively operate underground. 
6               If the Red Line must come up Cooks Lane I 
7   am supporting tunneling only.  Look at some of the 
8   alternative routes that we could use, going up Route 40 
9   or to I-70, would be a practical solution because this 
10   is the way the merchants are and they would benefit 
11   greatly from this.  This would also help the economy. 
12               And my list of concerns are that there are 
13   too much, this is too much for a densely-populated 
14   area.  We need to preserve the integrity of the
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15   neighborhoods.  Don't destroy our community to 
16   accommodate other communities and counties. 
17               The environmental impact when tearing down 
18   and constructing, the infestation of rodents, the 
19   construction causing cracks and other foundation 
20   problems in our homes, community more involved, we 
21   should have more community involvement in the planning 
1   process.  The community should benefit from this 
2   process, so we need to put some schools in there, some 
3   community facilities and create jobs for persons in the 
4   community. 
5               What benefits will the Red Line bring to my 
6   community?  How will the stations fit in my 
7   neighborhood?  How will we make sure that it is safe to 
8   walk to these stations? 
9               I noticed that some of the stations that 
10   they're planning to put in there, I would have to go 
11   out of my community in order to get on any mode of 
12   those transportations.  In planning this project, the 
13   MTA should consider what effect it will have on the 
14   people they are supposed to be serving and not only the 
15   revenue that it's bringing in.  Thank you. 
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6               MS. LILY ADLIN:  So, my name is Lily Adlin, 
7   L-I-L-Y  A-D-L-I-N and I belong to the Fells Point 
8   community organization, FIBCO and I'm also a member of 
9   the Waterfront Coalition that started years and years 
0   and years ago to protect Fells Point, which is an 
11   Historic District, from the over development that was 
12   threatening to happen there.  Big, massive and very 
13   tall. 
14               And now I want to protect it as well from 
15   having anything other than a tunnel go through the 
16   small, old streets of Fells Point.  It can't take 
17   buses, it can't take Light Rail on the street because 
18   there's not enough room for parking, for people to shop 
19   and park their cars.  So the only thing we can have 
20   there is a tunnel. 
21               I would prefer the tunnel to be on Eastern 
1   Avenue rather than Aliceanna, rather than Fleet because 
2   it seems to me that keeps it a little bit away from the 
3   heart of Fells Point.  That keeps it right on the 
4   periphery and also it makes it closer to the upper 
5   areas, like Fells Point Upper and Butchers Hill and 
6   Washington Hill which Eastern Avenue is closer to 
7   those. 
8               So that's my point. 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Fleet Street. 
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12               MR. NELSON ADLIN:  Nelson Adlin, 
13   N-E-L-S-O-N  A-D-L-I-N, 2001 Fleet Street and I'm a 
14   part of a Fells Point Community organization and 
15   essentially we do not want any surface transportation. 
16   We are for tunnels. 
17               And secondly, our preferable choice of 
18   route would be Eastern Avenue.  We're extremely 
19   concerned about Fleet Street and Aliceanna Street. 
20   Aliceanna Street is out because of the fragility of the 
21   area with the tunneling into that area and all the 
1   historic homes. 
2               Fleet Street we're very concerned about for 
3   that reason, but in addition there have been threats or 
4   rumors about making Fleet Street and Aliceanna Street 
5   one-way.  That would destroy Fleet Street and 
6   Aliceanna.  A lot of us have put years of money and 
7   effort into building up those areas only to be 
8   threatened many times by zoning regulations, new 
9   zoning, that puts us at a disadvantage. 
10               This would be an even more severe 
11   disadvantage because there's no parking.  There are a 
12   few businesses that are starting to emerge and that 
13   would be the death mill for them.  So a burgeoning 
14   community, that somewhat represents this community in 
15   olden times, is threatened as far as its future 
16   possible development. 
17               Our preferred route would be a tunnel, 
18   Eastern Avenue to Bayview.  We feel that Eastern Avenue 
19   would prosper with this type of arrangement whereas 
20   Fleet and Aliceanna Streets would be just the opposite. 
21               We're not happy, also, with a system 
1   running along Boston Street which is a new street and a 
2   failed street even in its infancy.  So adding the 
3   terminals, and all the additional traffic, and lack of 
4   parking would be a bad thing to do.  And that's it. 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Fleet Street. No roadway 
changes are proposed on Aliceanna or Fleet Streets. 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information.  

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 
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 Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes   
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closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   

The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of parking 
spaces along the corridor. Currently, there are 239 total parking spaces, 161 
full-time and 78 part-time parking spaces, along Boston Street between 
Hudson/Montford to Haven Street. Under the Preferred Alternative, 126 
parking spaces (both on-street and off-street) would be displaced. For those 
parking spaces that remain along Boston Street , vehicles may be parked 24-
hours a day.  The proposed Park-and-Ride at the Canton Crossing Station 
could provide temporary parking spaces during construction.  Refer to 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in 
Appendix I for additional information. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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Sent: Fri 1/2/2009 9:37 AM 
To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS Comment 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

Red Line 
c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St. 9th Floor 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

  

January 2, 2009 

  

To Whom it concerns at the MTA Office of Planning: 

  

As a bicycle commuter I currently make use of the Metro line that runs between Johns 

Hopkins Hospital and Owings Mills.  I regularly take my bicycle on board the metro train. 

  

- For the record: 

  

- I support construction of the Red Line as part of a high quality transit system. 

  

- The Red Line should be designed to accommodate bicycling. 

  

-I have read and agree with the contents of the following letter from the Mayor's Bicycle 

Advisory Committee: 

  

The Mayor’s Bicycle Advisory Committee, a signatory to the Red Line Community Compact, 

offers the following comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

  

The committee strongly supports the construction of the Red Line.  Transit and bicycling are 

each desirable and sustainable modes of transport, which, properly integrated, can provide a 

synergy which improves the efficacy of both.  Our comments can be grouped into three topics, 

stated below and expanded in the following appendices. 

  

Accommodate cyclists on the transit line.  Vehicle design and MTA policy must maximize the 

possibility of bikes on board.  Station design must facilitate bicycle access and parking. 

  

Maximize Trail-by-Rail.  The Security Mall to I-70 Park-and-Ride and Boston Street to 

Bayview sections offer the possibility of “Trail-by-Rail”, which would provide functional 

green space and strengthen the regional trail network. 

The MTA is a signatory of the Baltimore City Red Line Community Compact. 
The MTA considers the Community compact to be a framework of guiding 
principles to be applied to the Red Line project. 
 
The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

Accommodate cyclists on transit line: The Red Line will allow bicycles on 
trains and will have accommodations for bicycles at Red Line stations.  

Maximize trail by rail: Trails adjacent or parallel to the Red Line were 
considered during the development of the Preferred Alternative for the FEIS 
but were not included in the definition of the Preferred Alternative due to 
additional capital cost and/or right of way impacts.  

 



ID 172:  Adzima, Kara   December 2012 

  

 

 A-307 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

Share the Road.  While tunneling may be the best option in some locations, we believe the 

safest, most vibrant urban streets are those designed to be shared by transit, automobiles, 

bicycles and pedestrians.  In all the alternatives, including the apparent local favorite, 4c, a 

portion of the Red Line will be on streets which are currently used by cyclists and included in 

the network outlined by Baltimore City’s Bicycle Master Plan.  Design of these segments must 

accommodate on-road cycling. 

  

These topics are not new ideas; they are addressed in the Red Line Community Compact and 

have proven successful on transit projects elsewhere.  By designing the Red Line to enhance 

its coexistence with bicycling, the success of both modes can be maximized.  The Mayor’s 

Bicycle Advisory Committee strongly supports the Red Line and looks forward to working 

with the MTA in further design. 

  

Appendix 1:   

Accommodate cyclists on the transit line. 

  

Bikes on transit:  MTA’s policy to allow bicycles on the Central Light Rail Line should extend 

to the Red Line as well.  Low-floor vehicle design should make boarding with a bicycle easier.  

We understand the goal of using smaller transit vehicles, and hope that these vehicles are 

designed with space to safely and comfortably accommodate bicycles.   

  

Bike Parking at Stations:  To encourage biking to transit, safe and convenient bicycle access 

and parking should be central criteria for station design; we hope this will lead to stations that 

are connected to the surrounding neighborhoods.  Special care should be taken with stations 

which are near trails or other green space to ensure safe, direct, and intuitive connection.   

  

Parking should be provided for repeat riders with lockers or “bikelids”; less frequent riders 

should be accommodated with well designed and placed racks.  The Baltimore City Bicycle 

Master Plan contains information regarding proper bike rack design and placement. 

  

Accommodating cyclists on the Red Line is a highly desirable facet of the transit line and is 

addressed in the Red Line Community Compact. 

  

Appendix 2: 

Maximize Trail by Rail. 

  

A subset of the extremely successful and popular “Rails to Trails” movement is the “Rails 

with Trails” concept in which trails are built alongside existing railroads rather than on the 

roadbed of an abandoned line.  The rail lines along which trails have been built range from 

once-a-week low-speed freight spurs to high-speed, high-volume freight, passenger, and 

transit lines.  Safety is ensured with appropriate levels of separation and/or barriers. 

  

Although many of the railside trails are the result of downsized rail operations or extensive 

right of way acquisition that subsequently proved unnecessary, there are many examples in the 

US and other countries where trails were developed as part of the design 

Share the road: The majority of the Preferred Alternative is not surface light 
rail within a roadway. However, in one location where light rail will be 
located in the median, the road will be revised to include a seven foot wide 
bike lane. That location is along Boston Street between Hudson 
Street/Montford Avenue to Eaton Street.
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and construction of new rail lines, usually transit.  The development of the Atlanta Belt Line is 

a particularly good example. 

  

A parallel trail can enhance a transit line by providing greater rider potential, right-of-way 

visibility and management (therefore security), and maintenance/inspection/law enforcement 

access for the operating agency. 

  

The sections of the proposed Red Line which lend the possibility of Trail-by-Rail are at either 

end.  On the eastern end, the segment from Boston Street to Bayview makes use of a right-of-

way that once accommodated four tracks, leaving plenty of room for a parallel trail, which 

would connect directly to the Waterfront Promenade Park at Boston Street, and potentially to 

the Herring Run Trail system at Pulaski Highway. 

  

Toward the western end, the segment from Security Square Mall to the I-70 Park-and-Ride 

Station also provides the opportunity for a parallel trail.  This would connect to the Gwynns 

Falls Trail at the Park-and-Ride and potentially to Patapsco State Park from the mall.  A 

bicycle/pedestrian crossing of the beltway would be particularly valuable. 

  

These additions to the trail systems and green spaces of the city and county would 

considerably enhance the value of the Red Line to the community.  This subject is also 

addressed in the Red Line Community Compact.  The Mayor’s Bicycle Advisory Committee 

and the Rails to Trails Conservancy can provide photographs and other details of other trails 

along rail lines. 

  

Appendix 3 

Share the Road. 

  

Several sections of the Red Line will make use of surface streets, either in a separated right-of-

way or in shared traffic lanes.  Bicycling is an existing use of these roads, and many are 

designated as bikeways in the Baltimore City Bicycle Master Plan adopted in 2006.  Bicycles 

are typically accommodated along the parked cars or curb in either wide outside lane, a 

shoulder or a bike lane.  These may have pavement markings (“sharrows”) as part of the 

accommodation.   Adding two lanes of transit to the existing street width can severely degrade 

the bicycle accommodation.  Since bicyclists will use, and need access to destinations along 

the Red Line right of way, all roadways should be designed to be as safe as possible for 

cycling.  Where space limitation leave less then ideal accommodation for cyclists, alternate 

parallel routes should be established and designated for cycling. 

  

The 2600 through 3600 blocks of Boston Street shown in alternative 4c includes two ten-foot 

motor vehicle lanes and a reserved transit lane in each direction separated by a fourteen-foot 

landscaped median. This configuration does not provide for adequate bicycle accommodation.  

A narrowed median would still allow for attractive landscaping, but provide safer bicycle 

access via bike lanes or a wider outer lane with “sharrow” pavement markings. 
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On the 2500 block of Franklin Street, a parallel bike route can be established to the north on 

Edmondson Avenue and similar parallel routes may be possible through the neighborhoods of 

Rognel Heights and Hunting Ridge. 

  

The bridge which carries Edmondson Avenue over the Gwynns Falls and the CSX Railroad 

tracks is the only route in this corridor.  The existing bridge does not allow sufficient width for 

the safe, shared use among transit, motor vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.  We hope that 

upgrades to this bridge will include adequate facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians. 

  

Baltimore’s Bicycle Master Plan calls for a soon to be constructed shared use sidewalk/bike 

trail along Martin Luther King Blvd.  We hope that the right of way shown in option 4C can 

be designed to show adequate width for this shared use path on the east side of MLK. 

  

Bicycling is an existing and desired use of the surface streets on which the Red Line may be 

constructed.  If the transit line is added, some accommodation or mitigation must be made for 

continued use by bicyclists.  

  

Sincerely, 

  

Kara Adzima 

5720 Pimlico Rd. Apt. #5 

Baltimore, MD 
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Sent: Wed 11/26/2008 11:11 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

kimiya aghevli 

patterson park neighborhood association 

 

9 s linwood ave 

baltimore, MD, 21224 

 

kimiya aghevli's comments: 

 
I think that our area is in great need of an east-west transit line. It 

would reduce traffic, mitigate some parking issues, and of course, help 

us all be a little greener! I know there has been some complaining by 

individuals and groups in regards to putting the line on Boston rather 

than Eastern, but at the end of the day I think we'd all rather have a 

line a few more blocks away than none at all. I do hope that people 

don't fail to see the forest for the trees. Thanks! 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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9               MS. JEAN ALLEN:  My name is Jean Allen, 
10   J-E-A-N, A-L-L-E-N.  And I support completely the Red 
11   Line.  I know that it will benefit our community.  We 
12   do not want to live in the black age forever.  There 
13   will be changes made forever and the only thing that we 
14   have to do -- 
15               (Audience interference.) 
18               MS. JEAN ALLEN:  The Red Line is coming. 
19   So the only thing that you can do instead of trying to 
20   oppose it and going around telling untruths about it, 
21   getting people upset, saying that their homes are going 
1   to be lost, all these things that's on the back, it's 
2   untruths.  Let the people come out and hear the truth, 
3   then decide for themselves.  Why would I try to make 
4   your opinion my opinion?  Hear the truth and then 
5   decide.  All these homes, 231 homes will not be lost. 
6   You have been misinformed.  All these by the church 
7   associations, all this, it's not the truth.  I just got 
8   back from Seattle, Washington.  I saw how their 
9   community, similar to ours, how the Red Line, I even 
10   rode on the same model that we will be getting here in 
11   Baltimore, I rode on that.  It is small and nobody was 
12   interrupted. 
14               MS. JEAN ALLEN:  As a matter of fact, they 
15   benefitted from it.  All the communities, not just the 
16   community that the Red Line went down, but the 
17   surrounding communities was beneficial.  Do you want 
18   your houses, you're not going to lose your houses, but 
19   your houses will be beautified.  Your not going to lose 
20   anything. 
21               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Thank you, Ms. Allen. 
1   Are you finished? 
2               MS. JEAN ALLEN:  And tell the truth.  You 
3   have a million young people to sign petitions, that's 
4   wrong. 
5               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Excuse me. 
6               MS. JEAN ALLEN:  That's wrong.  Before they 
7   even know what's going on, they listen to what you say. 
8               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Okay 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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9               MS. JEAN ALLEN:  I know.  I know.  I've 
10   seen it happen. 
11               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Thank you, Ms. Allen. 
12               MS. JEAN ALLEN:  Is my three minutes up? 
13   Is my three minutes up?  Well, you're taking it away. 
14               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  No, I'm sorry. 
15               MS. JEAN ALLEN:  You're taking it.  You 
16   should have wanted me to speak in behalf of the Red 
17   Line.  Instead of the people, the elected officials to 
18   learn the truth so they can come out and make the right 
19   decision to help us.  We need, on Edmondson Avenue, we 
20   need something, more than what we got.  If they had 
21   come to the meetings when they first started, then they 
1   would know.  They was, it was in the newspaper, I'm 
2   sure people read the newspaper, some people received 
3   notices in the mail, I did.  And I don't know why 
4   people have to have somebody knock on the door.  Do 
5   they come out to the community meetings?  No!  They 
6   don't.  The MTA and the City of Baltimore -- 
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13               MS. MARY ALLEN:  My name is Mary Allen. 
14   M-A-R-Y, A-L-L-E-N.  I would like to say that the Red 
15   Line is probably one of the things that is going to 
16   help mass transit but I don't want it coming from Cooks 
17   Lane to Hilton Street.  Why not go through Lincoln Park 
18   with it?  Then you would, you would keep us in our 
19   homes and we would still be there.  I am 85.  And I 
20   would love to stay in Edmondson Village and enjoy my 
21   home that I spent some time paying for.  I think 
1   Lincoln Park would be the ideal way, if not, under 
2   ground.  That would take it.  Lincoln Park would go 
3   straight wherever you want to be.  I am Mary Allen 
4   speaking for the Allendale Association and the 400 
5   block of Loudon Avenue.  I thank you. 

Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act does not permit the 
use a park property for transportation use if there are other feasible and 
prudent alternatives which avoid use of that property.  In this case there are 
other feasible and prudent alternatives which avoid use of Leakin Park. 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.   
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The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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1               MS. PATRICIA ALT:  My name is Patricia Alt, 
2   P-A-T-R-I-C-I-A, Alt, A-L-T.  I live on Brookwood Road 
3   in Hunting Ridge.  And we've been paying close 
4   attention to this for quite a long time.  At one point 
5   they were going to tunnel under Brookwood, it sounds 
6   like now they're talking about Cooks Lane.  And I have 
7   nothing at all, at least, I mean, against the Metro and 
8   the Red Line idea.  I think that it would make more 
9   sense and my whole neighborhood thinks it would make 
10   more sense to have it keep on going west out Route 40 
11   and go up Ingleside.  Because Cooks Lane is so narrow 
12   and some of our streets would be really cut off during 
13   the construction and after. 
14               As we understand it, we wouldn't be able to 
15   turn left onto Brookwood, which is a one way street. 
16   And I used to live on the...  Nottingham elbow off of 
17   Cooks Lane and they would be in terrible shape while 
18   this is being constructed and probably afterwards.  So, 
19   from our perspective it makes more sense to have it 
20   keep on going out 40 and up a much larger, more 
21   publicly used street, which is Ingleside.  And you can 
1   still get to the Park & Ride, you can still get to 
2   Social Security and CMS.  And that's just our 
3   perspective and we've been saying it repeatedly. 
4               But we're not at all, I'm not at all 
5   against public transportation and the Metro, it's just 
6   that this particular model doesn't make much sense 
7   because that stretch of Cooks Lane between Route 40 and 
8   the Park & Ride is very narrow, has a lot of houses on 
9   it, apartment buildings, elderly people, et cetera, et 
10   cetera, and would be just really a horrible mess while 
11   it's being constructed and probably afterwards.  So 
12   that's my main point. 

The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Cooks Lane. As such, 
there would not be impacts to the surface of Cooks Lane or traffic on Cooks 
Lane. Construction impacts are described in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Using the 
Route 40 corridor as a route for the Red Line would not directly serve major 
activity and employment centers such as the Social Security Administration, 
CMS, and Security Square Mall. Additionally this alignment would not be as 
cost-effective a route as the Preferred Alternative. 
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The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Cooks Lane. 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 
Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market. The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement.  
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Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development. 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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Sent: Wed 10/29/2008 2:17 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Steve Andrews 

2904 E. Pratt Street 

Baltimore, MD, 21224 

 

Steve Andrews's comments: 

 
As a resident of the Patterson Park neighborhood, I have been following the progress of 

the proposed Red Line with particular interest, and have gone to a couple of the meetings. 

I am TOTALLY IN FAVOR of some sort of enhanced public transportation link running 

East-West through Baltimore, for both my own personal reasons and for the image and 

well-being of Baltimore as a whole. Between the lack of parking Downtown as well as in 

neighborhoods such as Canton and Fells Point, the traffic congestion and safety issues of 

driving or taking a bus, and the expense/hassle of getting a cab anywhere other than 

Downtown, a light rail/subway system is sorely needed here. I do understand the myriad 

of costs, construction hassles, and neighborhood issues associated with such a grand plan, 

but it is nonet heless something which must be undertaken soon. My personal preferences 

for such a line after examining your study are what you term 4D (first choice) and 4A 

(2nd choice). Any sort of express-bus service would be better than the current situation, 

but a dedicated rail line (preferably with as few traffic lights as possible)would be a much 

better long-term solution. It would give many people with their own cars a reason not to 

use them, would take additional vehicles (buses) out of the traffic congestion mix, would 

be better for the environment, and would certainly be more efficient time-wise. For this 

reason I would favor as much tunnelling as is possible and practical. I personally favor an 

Eastern Avenue/Fleet Street alignment to one using Boston Street, both because it is 

closer to me personally and more practical for potential riders of the system. It is located 

closer to more residential housing, businesses and other things that people want to get to 

(ie Highlandtown and Patterson Park itself) than the Boston Street corridor would be. I 

also think that putting in an additional MARC station in the Johns Hopkins-Bayview or 

Main Hospital environs is a very good idea to increase ridership and enhance 

transportation options in this part of the city. Please continue to keep us posted on new 

information pertaining to the proposed Red Line. Thank You and Best Wishes, Steve 

Andrews 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Hopkins Bayview, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   
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The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information. 
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Sent: Tue 10/28/2008 9:59 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Timothy Arnett 

3617 Telmar rd 

Baltimore, MD, 21207 

 

Timothy Arnett's comments: 

 
I believe that mass transit in Baltimore is a must to ease travel congestion, 

make baltimore green, and to encourage migration to baltimore increasing 

the tax base. 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 

Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information. 
 
There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses. As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use. Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail). The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost. In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
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The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of parking 
spaces along the corridor. Currently, there are 239 total parking spaces, 161 
full-time and 78 part-time parking spaces, along Boston Street between 
Hudson/Montford to Haven Street. Under the Preferred Alternative, 126 
parking spaces (both on-street and off-street) would be displaced. For those 
parking spaces that remain along Boston Street , vehicles may be parked 24-
hours a day.  The proposed Park-and-Ride at the Canton Crossing Station 
could provide temporary parking spaces during construction.  Refer to 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in 
Appendix I for additional information. 
 
The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Boston Street.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals with 
indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will provide 
adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of Boston 
Street.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the center of 
Boston Street for increased safety.   

The portal along Boston Street will be constructed and operated to function 
safely.  Safety measures include construction of parapet walls and fencing 
along three sides of the portal to prevent intrusion, electronic surveillance 
at the portal, warning systems for vehicles and pedestrians entering the 
portal, and potential physical barriers to deter vehicles from entering the 
portal. 

The National Scenic Byways Program is a Federal Highway Administration 
program established to help recognize, preserve and enhance selected 
roads throughout the US.  A portion of Boston Street within the project 
study corridor is part of the Star-Spangled Banner Scenic Byway, a 100+ mile 
byway that provides views of and access to historic resources.  The Red Line 
would not affect the function or designation of the Boston Street route as 
part of the scenic byway. 

The description of community impacts is provided in Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 
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Sent: Wed 12/17/2008 6:17 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Jeff Arscott 

1206 S Linwood 

Baltimore, MD, 21224 

 

Jeff Arscott's comments: 

 
I personally do not like the idea of a train running through my back 

yard, but I especially dislike the idea of wasting much needed state and 

local money. I find it hard to believe that this project will be nothing 

more then an unneeded additional expense to our city/state and would 

be curious to know how the current light rail system is contributing to 

our city/state financially? This city proves day in and day out that they 

can't manage a school system, keep up any quality to our roads & 

infrastructure or even keep our citizens safe. what makes you think 

you can manage this project effectively 

 
 

The Red Line is currently proposed to be funded by Federal transportation 
funds through the Federal Transit Administration New Starts Program and 
State of Maryland funds through the Consolidated Transportation Trust 
Fund. The State Transportation Trust Fund is a fund where Maryland 
transportation revenues (motor vehicle revenues, transit fares, airport fees, 
port fees, and other transportation revenues) are consolidated and used for 
highway, transit, port, airport, and other transportation operating and 
capital expenses.  Taxes and fees in the Trust Fund are not based on any 
single project, but on the entire statewide transportation program. 

Efficient transportation is a key factor contributing to the economic 
well-being and vitality of a region.  While transportation 
infrastructure can have high capital costs, there are benefits in terms 
of access to jobs and meeting all forms of trip purposes such as 
education, access to health services, recreation, and commercial. For 
example, 7,500 businesses are located in the project study corridor 
that would be accessible by the Red Line. 
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18               MS. MARLENE ARTHUR:  My name is Marlene 
19   Arthur, the first name is M-A-R-L-E-N-E, the last name 
20   is A-R-T-H-U-R.  I'm from the West Hill Community 
21   Association.  And I'm here on behalf, I'm not only the 
1   West Hill Community Association but all of the west 
2   side, well you would say from Cooks Lane down Edmondson 
3   Avenue, I agree with everything that was just said 
4   here. 
5               But my main concern is, when you come out 
6   and talk about this Red Line, no one asks anyone what 
7   they want, what this Red Line to do for their 
8   community.  It's only what the state, the federal 
9   government, the city and everyone else want this line 
10   to do. 
11               You're not asking communities what input 
12   they want, how they want this rail to come through 
13   their community, you're not putting any input in, how 
14   are you going to rebuild communities?  Putting this Red 
15   Line in tears communities up. 
16               If you look at what you did with the light 
17   rail on Howard Street, look how Howard Street looks now 
18   with businesses gone.  When you put the subway in, you 
19   didn't ask anybody in those communities how they feel 
20   about the subway coming through their community. 
21   You're doing the exact same thing with the Red Line. 
1               My mother was in Samtown when her house 
2   cracked in the basement, but it's two and three years 
3   or four years after you done put these tunnels in, the 
4   water starts seeping in their basements.  So what the 
5   city say, you'll pay us, the time frame for them to pay 
6   for any repairs.  You haven't told anyone, no one come 
7   to us tell us what's going to happen if this happens to 
8   our communities. 
9               You need to build a community when you're 
10   doing things like that.  To me, the system feels as 
11   though they can come to anybody's community, especially 
12   African- American communities and put in whatever they 
13   want to put in and we have no say-so.  We are tax 

Marlene Arthur’s comments are located under IDs 184 and 185; the 
responses to her comments are combined below. 
 

The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct 
mail and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 
homeowners and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and 
over 1,450 individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA 
held five sets of open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four 
rounds of Community Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact 
sheets were mailed to 249 religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight 
community meetings were held between September 2005 and March 2008. 
In 2006, the Maryland General Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line 
Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The CAC advised the MTA on impacts, 
opportunities and community concerns about the Baltimore Red Line 
through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 2012 seventeen 
Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed to provide input on 
the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs met approximately 
ten times during that time frame.  
 
Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. 
Additionally, regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been 
distributed to subscribers to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout 
planning, project information was made available at 34 resource hubs 
throughout the project area. MTA also made available a Red Line project 
website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). Downloadable materials 
included a map and simulation of the Preferred Alternative, photos, fliers, e-
newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 
 
Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 
 
In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic  

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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14   payers.  We pay our taxes and we have the right. 
15               I was lucky enough to visit the L.A. in 
16   September.  In their system, they went out to their 
17   communities, asked the community people how can we 
18   rebuild?  If you go down Edmondson Avenue, Edmondson 
19   Village needs to be rebuilt.  Have you told the people 
20   how you're going to rebuild Edmondson Village when you 
21   put that rail through there?  It's wrong. 
1               No one has the right to decide what go into 
2   people's communities but the community people 
3   theirself.  We live there, we have to breathe that air. 
4   We're going to be the one to have to make the repairs 
5   six and seven years after you start digging and their 
6   houses start falling apart. 
7               It's not right.  It's not right to either 
8   uproot people and relocate them when they've lived in 
9   the community for 25 and 30 years.  It's not fair. 
10               But, what I'm asking you to do is to stop 
11   lying to the people in the communities.  Come out front 
12   and say exactly what it is about.  It's not about us, 
13   it's never about African-American communities.  People 
14   do what they want to do in the communities. 
15               And regardless, whether you're middle class 
16   or low class in these communities, you have the right 
17   to voice your opinion.  You have the right to say how 
18   you want the system done.  You have the right to 
19   rebuild those homes up that look shabby instead of 
20   putting a system through there.  You already tore up 
21   downtown by putting that light rail that didn't do 
1   anything.  Don't do this to our communities.  Do not do 
2   that.  That's all we ask, do not do our community like 
3   you did the rest.  Thank you. 

development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The status of land use and economic development in the Howard Street 
corridor cannot be directly attributed to the existence of light rail. Prior to 
the initiation of light rail in the early 1990s, the Howard Street corridor had 
already been changing from its existence as a major retail corridor in the 
1960s and 1970s to a corridor in economic decline. Economic development 
in the Howard Street corridor has begun to occur in the last decade.  

It would be necessary to use protective measures to support building 
foundations as part of tunnel or station excavation, where unavoidable. 
These measures are often utilized to reduce potential for damage caused by 
construction-induced movement. 
 
Both the Cooks Lane tunnel and Downtown Tunnel alignments and stations 
have been planned to avoid construction beneath existing buildings and 
other structures wherever possible. However, there are a few areas where 
this cannot be avoided. In addition, in some other areas, existing structures 
would be very close to excavation sites or the tunnel’s alignment. In both of 
these cases, a variety of measures, including underpinning, grouting, and 
building external support frames or bracing structures would be used to 
protect nearby structures during and following construction. Types of 
protective measures for the Red Line include ground improvements, bracing 
structures, and underpinning nearby structures.  Prior to construction, pre-
construction conditions would be documented through baseline surveys 
and visual inspections for buildings that are directly adjacent to the 
alignment. These conditions can then be compared with any changes after 
construction and may be used as the basis for compensation. 
 
The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority  
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13               MS. MARLENE ARTHUR:  My name is Marlene, 
14   M-A-R-L-E-N-E, last name is Arthur, A-R-T-H-U-R.  My 
15   mailing address is 1004 Stamford, S-T-A-M-F-O-R-D, 
16   Road, and that's zone 21229 and I'm from the Greater 
17   West Hills Association. 
18               21229.  And I'm from the Greater West Hills 
19   Association.  I'm here in behalf of my community 
20   association and my neighbors for the Red Line because 
21   the Red Line is coming up and through my community off 
1   of I-70 and Cooks Lane. 
2               Our main concern is that we want to know 
3   what is MTA and the Red Line is going to offer our 
4   community.  I was one of the lucky ones that was able 
5   to travel to L.A. when the Red Line sponsored this back 
6   in September and I learned a lot, that I'm from L.A., 
7   that they do for their community that has not been 
8   offered to our community. 
9               So what we really would need is someone 
10   from the MTA and the city to come to us and to address 
11   how they can help us to better our community when they 
12   put in this Red Line.  We just don't want any kind of 
13   system coming through our community, we want to be a 
14   part of the design of how this Red Line will affect our 
15   community, how it will run and how it will benefit 
16   everyone in the community, not just the people as we 
17   are told before from off of I-70 and the Social 
18   Security Administration. 
19               These people do not live in the West Hills 
20   Association, so the concerns should be how are you 
21   going to help the West Hills Association people. 
1   That's my concern. 

of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.   
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
 
The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct 
mail and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 
homeowners and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and 
over 1,450 individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA 
held five sets of open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four 
rounds of Community Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact 
sheets were mailed to 249 religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight 
community meetings were held between September 2005 and March 2008. 
In 2006, the Maryland General Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line 
Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The CAC advised the MTA on impacts, 
opportunities and community concerns about the Baltimore Red Line 
through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 2012 seventeen 
Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed to provide input on 
the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs met approximately 
ten times during that time frame.  
 
Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. 
Additionally, regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been 
distributed to subscribers to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout 
planning, project information was made available at 34 resource hubs 
throughout the project area. MTA also made available a Red Line project 
website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). Downloadable materials 
included a map and simulation of the Preferred Alternative, photos, fliers, e-
newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 
 
Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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Sent: Wed 11/12/2008 9:33 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

max asare 

1040 hull st 

baltimore, MD, 21230 

 

max asare's comments: 

 
I think this is long overdue. I hope as many stations are put 

underground as possible, to avoid the issues plaguing the Light Rail 

system. I hope the architecture of the new subways are indicative of 

the new future of Baltimore, rather than sticking to it's stodgy past. We 

really need this to compete with the DC and Philly metro areas; we're 

still in the 17th century by comparison. 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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Sent: Wed 12/31/2008 12:22 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Jennifer Ashlock 

3136 Remington Ave 

Baltimore, MD, 21211 

 

Jennifer Ashlock's comments: 

 
I support option 4D. Let's try out Obama on this funding. He's all for 

infrastructure. 

 
 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

Alternative 4D has a significantly higher capital cost than the Preferred 
Alternative, lower cost effectiveness, and would not provide commensurate 
benefits. 
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The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   
 

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information.  

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 
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LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   

The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Boston Street.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals with 
indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will provide 
adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of Boston 
Street.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the center of 
Boston Street for increased safety.   

Various alternatives were analyzed in the DEIS to use the Eastern 
Avenue/Fleet Street corridors.  These alternatives were not selected as part 
of the Preferred Alternative due to lack of feasibility or high capital costs.   
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Key reasons that the Eastern/Fleet Alternatives were not selected are 
described below:  

Tunnel Option: A tunnel alternative along Eastern Avenue from the 
Downtown area to the Norfolk Southern right-of-way, north of Eastern 
Avenue, was considered.  The costs of this alternative, due to both the 
tunnel and underground stations, would increase the cost of the Red Line by 
$412 million, in year of expenditure dollars.  

Eastern-Fleet surface LRT Option: Three surface options were considered in 
the DEIS.  Option one maintained two-way traffic on Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with elimination of all parking on one side of each street.  Light 
rail tracks would be separated with one directional track along Eastern 
Avenue and the other directional track along Fleet Street.  Each of the other 
two surface options created one-way streets on both Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with one lane for traffic, one lane for light rail, and two lanes for 
parking.  Due to the existing street widths, sidewalk widths, and building 
face locations, Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street could not be widened for 
the inclusion of light rail.  All of the surface options were deemed infeasible 
because of the impacts to parking or impacts to roadway capacity and local 
access. Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update for 
additional information. 
 
As described in the two paragraphs above, both a tunnel and a surface 
alignment on Eastern-Fleet was determined to be infeasible. As such, a 
north-south spur connecting Eastern Avenue to Canton Crossing is 
impractical compared to the Preferred Alternative which serves Canton 
Crossing directly. 
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 Sent: Sat 12/13/2008 12:58 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: Red Line in Canton  

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

Dear Mayor Dixon and Council Member Kraft, 
  
When we retired and moved to the city five years ago from Howard County, 
we chose Canton because, of all the waterfront areas, it seemed most like 
neighborhood to us.  We have loved living here and participate in many 
activities in Canton and throughout  the city.  My husband and I support a 
better east/west mass transit system for this city.  But in planning one, please 
be careful not to destroy a neighborhood.  I remember when the supper 
highway through downtown and across Fells Point and Canton was defeated, 
and I know we are all happy that took place. We now have a wonderful inner 
harbor and two vibrant neighborhoods instead.   So in approving a plan for 
mass transit for this area, please keep our neighborhood in mind.  Please 
don't destroy our neighborhood by making it user friendly for tourists and 
commuters at the expense of it's residents. 
  
Sincerely, 
Patricia Bahr 
2901 Boston Street #609 
Baltimore, Md. 21224 

 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative serves Canton via a tunnel and surface light rail on 
along the Boston Street corridor. The MTA is designing the light rail to fit 
within the community and minimize impacts to the neighborhood. The FEIS 
describes impacts of the Red Line in Chapters 3 through 6. 
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The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 
Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market. The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement.  
 
Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and  
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accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development. 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications. 

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to  
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current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. Levels of Service (LOS) were 
evaluated at signalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue for both the 
2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The assessment indicates the 
following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic  
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 control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction. 

The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures.   Vehicles, 
station platforms, and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras 
for observation and enforcement.  Project design will also incorporate 
features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The MTA police force 
will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 

The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of some 
parking spaces along the corridor. Under the Preferred Alternative 58 on-
street parking spaces would be eliminated along Edmondson Avenue 
between Cooks lane and Franklintown Road. For those parking spaces that 
remain along Edmondson Avenue, vehicles may be parked 24-hours a day.  
MTA will work with the contactor to develop a plan to minimize the 
temporary loss of parking during construction. Refer to the Traffic and 
Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for additional information.  

The Red Line is being developed to benefit people in the entire Baltimore 
region.  The majority of the project is within Baltimore City,  over eleven of 
the slightly over fourteen miles, and fifteen of the nineteen stations.  The 
projected ridership of 55,000 trips per day is predominantly within 
Baltimore City, with over 70% of the boardings and alightings occurring at 
stations in Baltimore City. 

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.   
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 MTA completed an assessment of noise and vibration impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative.  The results are provided in the Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report and Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 
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Sent: Fri 1/2/2009 9:16 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS Comment 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 

To whom it may concern, 
  
As a resident of Canton and as someone that lives directly along the 
proposed route, I oppose Redline Alternative 4-C and support the reviews 
expressed by the Canton Community Association in the attached letter.  
Please consider either re-designing the line to tunnel under Boston Street or 
relocate the line along Fleet Street, Eastern Avenue or Baltimore Street.  
Ilene Bailey, 2331-5 Boston Street. 
  
Ilene A. Bailey 
Partner 
McGuireWoods LLP 
7 Saint Paul Street, Suite 1000 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

 

There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses. As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use. Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail). The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost. In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 
Various alternatives were analyzed in the DEIS to use the Eastern Avenue/Fleet 
Street corridors.  These alternatives were not selected as part of the Preferred 
Alternative due to lack of feasibility or high capital costs.  Key reasons that the 
Eastern/Fleet Alternatives were not selected are described below:  

Tunnel Option: A tunnel alternative along Eastern Avenue from the Downtown 
area to the Norfolk Southern right-of-way, north of Eastern Avenue, was 
considered.  The costs of this alternative, due to both the tunnel and 
underground stations, would increase the cost of the Red Line by $412 million, in 
year of expenditure dollars.  

Eastern-Fleet surface LRT Option: Three surface options were considered in the 
DEIS.  Option one maintained two-way traffic on Eastern Avenue and Fleet 
Street with elimination of all parking on one side of each street.  Light rail tracks 
would be separated with one directional track along Eastern Avenue and the 
other directional track along Fleet Street.  Each of the other two surface options 
created one-way streets on both Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street with one lane 
for traffic, one lane for light rail, and two lanes for parking.  Due to the existing 
street widths, sidewalk widths, and building face locations, Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street could not be widened for the inclusion of light rail.  All of the surface 
options were deemed infeasible because of the impacts to parking or impacts to 
roadway capacity and local access. Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report 
– 2012 Update for additional information.  
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Sent: Mon 12/10/2008 7:55 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

brandy baker 

3513 Edmondson Ave 

baltimore, MD, 21229 

 

brandy baker's comments: 

 
I live right on edmondson ave in the heart of where the redline is supposed to 

be built, right in front of my house,I live on edmondson ave between 

allendale and edgewood. It's great that you have a system like this but could 

it be put underground. Frist because everyday I see little kids, people trying 

to cross edmondson ave and it is dangerous enough with cars, let alone a 

light rail, secondly when the system starts runing are you planning to keep 

the 23, and 40 running, the 23 is only bus that goes straight up edmondson 

ave into catonsville where the majarity of people in area work at.Plus it runs 

to the route 40 and connects to the 77 and 10 line. It would be time 

consuming and inconveinet to have to go over to security on the redline and 

down to another bus to get into catonsville also it would inconvenint to have 

to go downtown to go back uptown, many already leave early to catch the 

bus on time and when you have to catch several buses you have to leave even 

earlier.Also the 40 is fast and conveninet getting people to security and 

downtown in a timely manner plus is is always accurate, one of the most 

accurate time schedules i have ever seen. Finally what about our sidwalks, 

my neighborhood barley has a front lawn let alone a fence. Tere has been 

rumoured that this project would take away our sidewalks, if this is true what 

does the mta propose to do for the homeowners in the area such as myself? 

Are you going to let them know about this, are we to be compensated for 

this? 

 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 

The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Edmonson Avenue.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals 
with indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will 
provide adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of 
Edmondson Avenue.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the 
center of Edmondson Avenue for increased safety.   

The #23 bus will continue when the Red Line opens. The #40 bus would be 
discontinued as the Red line would replicate this service. Sidewalks would 
still be provided on both sides of Edmonson Avenue. These would be 
reconstructed as needed as part of the Red Line Project. 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   
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Familys in the area have owned there homes for generations and have no 

plans on moving. Finally how do you plan to direct traffic during 

construction, edmondson ave is already a busy street daily, will the buses be 

rerouted and if so how much of an inconvenice will it be, will the peo ple on 

Edmondson and wildwood have aceess to the bus service in front of thier 

houses? I live directly in front of a bus stop on both sides of edmonson that is 

one reason why I moved to have the convenence,I would like to have th 

above questions anwsered. thank you for your time  

 
 

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications. 

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year 
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 During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction.  
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Sent: Mon 11/10/2008 2:27 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Angela Ballard 

1403 Meridene Drive 

Baltimore, MD, 21239 

 

Angela Ballard's comments: 

 
I am very excited about the red line. I am just wondering how much 

will the fare be. Right now, it is hard for me to even afford a monthly 

bus pass and I know that the red line will not be running for some time 

but I know that once it gets here someone else may struggle to pay the 

fare as well. So I am asking please don't care too much for the fare. 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to H Johns 
Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview 
Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 
stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
The fares for the Red Line are intended to be consistent with the overall 
MTA fare structure in place as of the project opening. 
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Sent: Tue 12/16/2008 12:08 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Joyce Bankert 

632 South Kenwood Avenue 

Baltimore, MD, 21224 

 

Joyce Bankert's comments: 

 
I am in favor of the Alternative 4C line. Looking forward to use of 

system. Please do not delay start of project.  

 
 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Sun 11/16/2008 11:48 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Adriana Baranello 

825 Weyburn Terrace, Apt C17 

Los Angeles, CA, 90024 

 

Adriana Baranello's comments: 

 
As a former resident of Baltimore, and a person who really enjoyed 

living in the city, I would like to see any possible improvement to the 

quality of life. (I moved for graduate school, not out of any dislike for 

the city.) I have watched major changes occur in the last 8 years and I 

hope to see them continue. I feel that the Red Line project will be an 

incredible boon for the city, and I enthusiastically support option 4C 

for construction. I truly hope this remarkable project is realized. 

 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Fri 12/26/2008 4:21 PM 
To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Matt Barrett 

2233 Essex Street 

Baltimore, MD, 21231 

 

Matt Barrett's comments: 

 
This could not be a bigger waste of money. Boston Street is a mess as it is, 

and now you want to add a train to it? I don't know who thought of this idea, 

but it is a terrible one. With budgets as tight as they are, here's an idea for 

Maryland.....STOP SPENDING! The city, in its infinite wisdom just spent 

probably hundreds of thousand of dollars making one lane on Boston Street a 

bike lane. What happens to that? My guess is... so much for that idea. Let's 

scratch that, and start a new one, it's only tax payer money. We can always 

get more! And, has any genius there thought about what to do with Boston 

Street, along with the many others streets, as to where all that traffic will go 

once constructions starts. Here's thought, send some clerk out to count the 

amount of cars that go up and down Bo ston Street each day, and then think 

about where all those cars will go for the next 5 years, at best. Because 

unfortunately, I don't think it will be completed in any time shorter than that 

once you get the unions involved. How about a suggestion, instead of 

hundreds of millions of dollars being spent on a needless transit system, that 

would most likely wind up costing the tax payers even more, (because lets be 

honest, this city cannot manage money in any way shape, or form) why not 

use that money and increase the police force and start acknowledging the 

gang problem that is getting worse each day. Think about it, more people 

ALIVE in Baltimore = more people you can tax. OR....an even better idea, 

why not start by LOWERING property taxes, and trying to entice people to 

move into the city? You want to go green and lower peoples carbon 

The Red Line is currently proposed to be funded by Federal transportation 
funds through the Federal Transit Administration New Starts Program and 
State of Maryland funds through the Consolidated Transportation Trust 
Fund. The State Transportation Trust Fund is a fund where Maryland 
transportation revenues (motor vehicle revenues, transit fares, airport fees, 
port fees, and other transportation revenues) are consolidated and used for 
highway, transit, port, airport, and other transportation operating and 
capital expenses.  Taxes and fees in the Trust Fund are not based on any 
single project, but on the entire statewide transportation program.   

Efficient transportation is a key factor contributing to the economic well-
being and vitality of a region.  While transportation infrastructure can have 
high capital costs, there are benefits in terms of access to jobs and meeting 
all forms of trip purposes such as education, access to health services, 
recreation, and commercial. For example, 7,500 businesses are located in 
the project study corridor that would be accessible by the Red Line. 
 
Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information. 

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035  
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foot print? Stop with these ridicules property tax rates, and start with a tax 

rate that makes it comparable to living in the county. Think about how many 

cars you could take off the road than? Huh? How's that sound? How quick 

the city was to reassess property taxes when home values were going up. 

Funny, I haven't heard anything from that department in some time. This is 

an extremely stupid idea, and I think I made my views as to whether or not I 

support it very clear. I can't believe this city, and state...looking to spend 

billion dollars in the times we are in....unbelievable. No wonder everyone is 

broke.  

 
 

and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
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access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   
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13   My name is Jannette Barth, that's J-A-N-N-E-T-T-E.  Okay? 
14   B-A-R-T-H. 
15               COURT REPORTER:  Thank you. 
16               MS. JANNETTE BARTH:  I'm making the 
17   following comments as a concerned resident of historic 
18   Fells Point.  A board member of the Fells Point 
19   Development Corporation.  An economist who has worked 
20   in the field of public transit for many years and is a 
21   participant on the recent Red Line Transit Tour to Los 
1   Angeles. 
2               The Red Line could be a wonderful asset to 
3   Baltimore.  However, there are a number of issues that 
4   must be addressed prior to committing to the Red Line. 
5   While there are serious concerns about the proposed Red 
6   Line along the entire west-to-east corridor, most of my 
7   comments here relate to historic Fells Point. 
8               I cannot squeeze all of my comments into 
9   only a three minute talk so I've also prepared a 
10   written statement.  In that statement I make some 
11   comments about the overall Red Line issue and also more 
12   detailed comments on the impacts on historic Fells 
13   Point.  Here I will just talk about Fells Point. 
14               Anyone who is knowledgeable about Baltimore 
15   is familiar with historic Fells Point and the fact that 
16   it is a charming, historic, unique, waterfront 
17   neighborhood that is a cohesive community and a popular 
18   tourist destination. 
19               The character of historic Fells Point is 
20   very important, not only to our local residents and 
21   businesses, but also to the City of Baltimore and the 
1   State of Maryland.  It is imperative that such a 
2   community remains intact and it not be destroyed by a 
3   transit line. 
4               The Analysis summarized in the DEIS 
5   indicates that the logical choice for a Red Line in 
6   Fells Point is to put it in an underground tunnel and 
7   make it a Light Rail Transit System.  Many detrimental 
8   effects, feared by the community, have been confirmed 
9   in the DEIS and they are summarized in my written 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel in the Fell’s Point area under 
Fleet Street and a station at Broadway and Fleet Street. 
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10   submission. 
11               Light Rail Transit in a tunnel under Fells 
12   Point would optimize travel times both on transit and 
13   on road ways.  It would not eliminate parking spaces in 
14   our area that already has very limited parking and it 
15   would not detract from our unique, historic character. 
16   Our community would support this option if the tunnel 
17   runs under Fleet Street or Eastern Avenue. 
18               The LRT tunnel option under Eastern Avenue 
19   with an attractive, inviting, and safe station on 
20   Broadway would encourage transit oriented development 
21   in an area that would benefit from it.  The area 
1   immediately on and around Eastern is in need of 
2   improved development and the station would be close 
3   enough to historic Fells Point for accessibility. 
4               The only acceptable option that is included 
5   in the DEIS is #4 with a tunnel under Eastern Avenue. 
6   It will not intersect our cohesive, historic community. 
7   It will cause us to lose minimal parking spaces. 
8   Vehicular access, traffic flow, and roadway travel time 
9   will not be adversely effected. 
10               It provides the fastest transit travel time 
11   through the area.  Loading docks will continue to be 
12   accessible.  It would not impact floodplains and it 
13   would not have a negative impact on historic Fells 
14   Point and it is likely to have a positive impact on all 
15   of Baltimore. 
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Phillip Bass’ comments are located under IDs 200 and 201; the responses 
to his comments are combined below.  
 
The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.   
 
Some construction staging areas have been identified with the Preferred 
Alternative. These are described in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Additional 
constriction sites will be identified later with the project design. The Daisy 
Field site has not been identified as a construction staging area. 

The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of 
transportation facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not 
built. The No-Build Alternative integrates forecasted transit service 
levels, highway networks and traffic volumes, and demographics for 
the year 2035 for projects identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional 
Transportation Board’s Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 
2035. The CLRP consists of the existing highway and transit network 
as well as planned and programmed (committed) transportation 
improvements. The No-Build Alternative represents a continued 
investment in regional and local transportation projects, but does not 
address the purpose and need of reducing travel times, increasing 
transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for east-west 
commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities. 
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21               MR. PHILLIP BASS:  Phillip Bass, 
1   P-H-I-L-L-I-P, Bass, B-A-S-S.  My address is 127 North 
2   Edgewood Street, Baltimore, Maryland, 21229.  I am 
3   against the project for several reasons.  First of all, 
4   when you calculate in the width of the roadway that's 
5   going to have to be installed for the trains per 
6   America Public Transit Authority specifications, you're 
7   going to need at least 10 meters.  Now you have a 
8   situation of eminent domain because there's no way 
9   you're going to be able to put in a 10 meter width 
10   roadway up and down Edmondson Avenue without 
11   encroaching on people's property. 
12               Number two, the statement about we'll save 
13   a billion dollars going above ground, well of course 
14   you're going to have to save the billion dollars 
15   because you're going to have to build a bridge across 
16   Edmondson Avenue to facilitate the train.  There's no 
17   way that the train can be taken across the bridge, 
18   that's a WPA project from back in the 30's.  Also, the 
19   main electrical feeders that come through the bridge 
20   supply the electrical power for Edmondson Village.  So 
21   that means you may have to compromise the electrical 
1   power for the people that live in the neighborhood. 
2               Next, when you have bivouac that equipment 
3   at night, you're going to have to do it on Daisy Field. 
4   That's the last open space where children are playing 
5   in this neighborhood. 
6               Next, when I heard the statement about 
7   minority participation, ma'am, I work in the elevator 
8   trade, I work on construction sites all the time.  I 
9   can tell you right now, there's going to be a minimal, 
10   let me say that again, a minimal amount of minority 
11   participation.  For example, you were talking about 
12   janitorial jobs on the subway, BRAC does that.  Number 
13   two, when you talk about other jobs, for example in the 
14   construction went in for the elevators, I think there 
15   are only two minorities actually work on the project 
16   when the subway was done, so I'm sure that'll be done 

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.  The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 
 
Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.  

The Edmonson Avenue Bridge over the Gwynns Falls will be reconstructed 
by Baltimore City due to its current condition. The reconstruction will be 
designed to accommodate the light rail. 
 
The MTA and Baltimore City are working on workforce development 
programs that are intended to lead to future employment and training 
opportunities for local area residents, as well as expanded opportunities for 
local small (disadvantaged) businesses.  The intent is for the area economy 
to benefit from the job creation and economic development the Red Line 
project can generate. The MTA anticipates having a policy and program in 
place before construction contracts are advertised for the Red Line project. 
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17   again.  Okay?  That same, that same type of 
18   methodology.  In fact, the prime minority contract was 
19   cut out of that.  So, that's going to happen again. 
20   Trust me on that one.  What this is a money grab. 
21               When the new president came in, he talked 
1   about increasing the infrastructure.  These people see 
2   money, all right?  There's going to be minimal minority 
3   participation.  Most of those jobs for those people 
4   coming in doing the construction are going to come from 
5   outside the city, not inside the city.  All right?  And 
6   for those that think, who talk about well, that's going 
7   to enhance jobs, it's a pipedream.  All right? 
8               So, I just don't want to see people 
9   displaced.  Also, I've been living up here since 1958. 
10   I was just told that when I leave my house I can only 
11   turn right to head downtown because I'm not going to be 
12   able to cross Edmondson Avenue.  Now, and also if I'm 
13   not mistaken, there's only going to be a stop up here 
14   at Edmondson Village and at Hilton Street, so this 
15   project is really not for the people in this community. 
16   It's actually for the people outside of this community. 
17   And when this gentleman came forth and made a 
18   statement, I don't see him now, but he came forth 
19   talking about how it's going to help people.  It's 
20   helping people in his community, not in my community. 
21   All right?  Thank you very much.  And again, I'm 
1   against the Red Line.  My time is up.  Thank you. 
 
 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications.   

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 
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  Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions.  A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction. 
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Sent: Thu 12/18/2008 9:46 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS Comment 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 
- I support construction of the Red Line as part of a high quality transit 
system. 
- The Red Line should be designed to accommodate bicycling. 
Thank You for your consideration  
Rich Beck

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
Accommodate cyclists on transit line: The Red Line will allow bicycles on 
trains and will have accommodations for bicycles at Red Line stations.  

Maximize trail by rail: Trails adjacent or parallel to the Red Line were 
considered during the development of the Preferred Alternative for the FEIS 
but were not included in the definition of the Preferred Alternative due to 
additional capital cost and/or right of way impacts.  

Share the road: The majority of the Preferred Alternative is not surface light 
rail within a roadway. However, in one location where light rail will be 
located in the median, the road will be revised to include a seven foot wide 
bike lane. That location is along Boston Street between Hudson 
Street/Montford Avenue to Eaton Street. 
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Sent: Tue 12/30/2008 8:50 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Donna Becker 

4615 Schenley Road 

Baltimore, MD 21210-2525 

 

 

December 30, 2008 

 

Red Line Comments 

c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St., 9th Fl. 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

I urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit nearby neighborhoods and Baltimore as a whole. 

 

I believe the Red Line is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to attract 

investment to communities, bring jobs and economic activity to Baltimore, 

and improve our quality of life.  

 

I support option 4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with 

cost-effectiveness and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow 

neighborhood streets. Baltimore needs to come in line with other major 

cities!!! 

 

Please move the Red Line forward. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Donna Becker 

 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Tue 10/14/2008 8:55 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 
Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

 
 

The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 
Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market. The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 

Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.  
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The Red Line will be constructed in compliance with all Federal and State 
floodplain requirements.  In particular, entrances to underground stations 
and tunnels will be constructed above an elevation of 12.2 feet above mean 
sea level.  The 100-year storm elevation with wave action is 11.2 feet above 
mean sea level.  The established elevation for the Red Line is more 
conservative than the standing 100-year floodplain elevation as it accounts 
for the effects of wind and waves.  An additional one foot has been added 
to the standard elevation to be even more conservative.   
 
Over the years, since the inception of Metro and Light Rail in Baltimore, the 
MTA has contacted local real estate professionals to understand what the 
effect of Metro and Light Rail has been on property values.  The local real 
estate community has consistently responded that there is no way to relate 
any changes in property values to any one specific factor such as transit.  
There is no consistent change in property values around new transit areas.    

The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures.   Vehicles, 
station platforms, and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras 
for observation and enforcement.  Project design will also incorporate 
features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The MTA police force 
will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 
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Sent: Wed 10/29/2008 8:14 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Ryan Bell 

1214 Burke Road 

Baltimore, MD, 21220 

 

Ryan Bell's comments: 

 
I am in full support of this project. 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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Sent: Tue 10/7/2008 4:23 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Ben Berbert 

418 Greentree Circle 

Abingdon, MD, 21009 

 

Ben Berbert's comments: 

 
As a resident of Harford County, I know my input may have less weight than 

of those who live in the city and directly effected communities, however I 

have an appreciation for urban life, mass-transit and an interest in seeing 

quality projects built. As for an exact alignment, I will leave that for 

community members and city officials to figure out, I only hope that it is 

Light Rail that is decided upon, rather than a bus route. I strongly feel many 

more people would use the route if it were a rail line because they generally 

feel safer and are slightly more reliable and fixed in route. I know I 

personally have no problem using light rail and metro rail when looking to 

use a mass-transit option, but am very hesitant to use buses, even if its a 

dedicated "rapid" route. 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS, along with the rationale for selecting light rail over bus rapid transit. 
An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred Alternative can 
be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative meets the 
project purpose and need and also is consistent with your comments on the 
need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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8               MR. THOMAS BERRY:  Good morning.  Good 
9   afternoon. 
10               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Excuse me, sir?  Sir? 
11   If you, in order for us to transcribe you have to speak 
12   in the microphone and speak with me. 
13               MR. THOMAS BERRY:  Look at you?  All right, 
14   I don't know none of y'all, but I know these people. 
15   I'm against all of that.  My name is Thomas Berry -- 
16               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Turn it. 
17               MR. THOMAS BERRY:  I live, Thomas, 
18   T-H-O-M-A-S, Berry, 39, B-E-R-R-Y.  I live 3914 
19   Woodridge.  I don't know any of y'all but I know these 
20   people who work hard from day one.  Blood, sweat and 
21   tears for their houses, man.  We love our neighborhood. 
1   We actually love our children.  What's going to happen 
2   when one of our children get hit by one of these 
3   trains?  What's going to happen when one of us die by 
4   these trains?  I see, I see y'all got Lincoln Park, all 
5   this about how you made a trail for bikes.  Why you 
6   can't make a trail for that train?  That would be 
7   something nice for those people who don't live here to 
8   see on their way into work in the morning.  We don't 
9   need to see any trains.  I'm just against it 
10   altogether.  I'm not a speaker nor a politician, I 
11   built this neighborhood and we would like to see it 
12   stay the same way we're keeping it now.  Thank you. 

The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 
Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market. The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 
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 Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development. 

The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Edmonson Avenue.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals 
with indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will 
provide adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of 
Edmondson Avenue.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the 
center of Edmondson Avenue for increased safety.   
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6               MS. DONNA BEVERLY:  Okay.  My name is Donna 
7   Beverly, first name, D-O-N-N-A, last name Beverly, 
8   B-E-V-E-R-L- Y.  My address is 4444 Pen Lucy Road. 
9   Okay.  Thank you. 
10               I would like to begin by stating that I 
11   moved into the community in May of 2000.  Shortly after 
12   that I attended a community meeting where it was first 
13   brought up, it was just an idea at that time of the Red 
14   Line.  And when it was presented at that time, like the 
15   previous lady said, it was presented as though it was 
16   going to be underground.  It was no talk of it being 
17   above ground at all.  And again, it was just an idea. 
18   And, you know, of course, I didn't go to every 
19   community meeting from that time to now but I had 
20   attended some and it really wasn't brought up. 
21               And then now, all of a sudden, bam, it's 
1   like we're full-blown into the plans and pretty much 
2   the community feel and as well as myself that we were 
3   left out of the process. 
4               I am totally against the Red Line.  I feel 
5   that it would disrupt the community.  I think that it 
6   would be a significant safety issue for the children 
7   and the elderly.  I am all for improving transportation 
8   but I think that we should explore other options.  I 
9   know one of the options was to widen the lanes, create 
10   a lane for just buses, I think that would be great. 
11               I really can't understand why we are even 
12   discussing a project that costs this much in the state 
13   of the city, the state and the county as a whole, we're 
14   struggling.  How are we going to find money to fund 
15   this?  Where is the money coming from?  You know, if we 
16   can plan 8 years out for something like this, I think 
17   that we should be able to plan 8 years out to improve 
18   the community by improving the schools, creating jobs 
19   for the people in the community. 
20               Yes, I think that the long-term goal of the 
21   Red Line is hopefully help people to get into the city 
1   to work but, you know, the price tag that's on this 
2   project, I think is right now in the state of this 

The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.  The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 

Bus rapid transit alternatives were also considered but were not selected 
because they had a lower cost effectiveness rating, slower transit travel 
times, and lower ridership than the light rail alternatives. 
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3   world, I think that it needs to be put on the back 
4   burner and we go to our alternate way of improving 
5   transportation.  Let's see.  That is pretty much it. 
6   Thank you. 

Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.  

The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct 
mail and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 
homeowners and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and 
over 1,450 individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA 
held five sets of open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four 
rounds of Community Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact 
sheets were mailed to 249 religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight 
community meetings were held between September 2005 and March 2008. 
In 2006, the Maryland General Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line 
Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The CAC advised the MTA on impacts, 
opportunities and community concerns about the Baltimore Red Line 
through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 to 2012 seventeen 
Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed to provide input on 
the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs met approximately 
ten times during that time frame.   

Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. 
Additionally, regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been 
distributed to subscribers to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout 
planning, project information was made available at 34 resource hubs 
throughout the project area. MTA also made available a Red Line project 
website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). Downloadable materials 
included a map and simulation of the Preferred Alternative, photos, fliers, e-
newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 

Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 
 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Edmonson Avenue.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals 
with indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will 
provide adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of 
Edmondson Avenue.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the 
center of Edmondson Avenue for increased safety.   

The Red Line is currently proposed to be funded by Federal transportation 
funds through the Federal Transit Administration New Starts Program and 
State of Maryland funds through the Consolidated Transportation Trust 
Fund. The State Transportation Trust Fund is a fund where Maryland 
transportation revenues (motor vehicle revenues, transit fares, airport fees, 
port fees, and other transportation revenues) are consolidated and used for 
highway, transit, port, airport, and other transportation operating and 
capital expenses.  Taxes and fees in the Trust Fund are not based on any 
single project, but on the entire statewide transportation program.   
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Sent: Mon 12/15/2008 12:17 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Anita Bhatia 

418 South Chapel Street 

Baltimore, MD, 21231 

 

Anita Bhatia's comments: 

 
For the Baltimore Red Line, I would suggest that a station be placed at 

Eastern Avenue and Broadway, rather than either Fleet and Broadway 

or Aliceanna and Broadway. First, both of the other intersections are 

already crowded due to the presence of the Market. Second, very 

importantly, a station at Eastern would be in close proximity to the 

parking garage at Eastern and Eden - providing a "Park and Ride" 

location. Third, this would "raise" the area of development, moving it 

closer to Hopkins and perhaps stimulating further development North 

along the Broadway commercial corridor, rather than "keeping" it in 

the South direction. Thank you for your consideration! 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative includes Light Rail Transit in a tunnel under Fleet 
Street in Fells Point.  A station entrance to the Red Line Fells Point Station is 
proposed in the median of Broadway on the north side of Fleet Street across 
from the Broadway Market. The Fleet Street corridor was selected for the 
Red Line to best balance origins and destinations to both the north and 
south, such as Harbor East and Fells Point to the south, and little Italy, the 
Eastern Avenue Corridor, and Johns Hopkins to the north. Refer to Chapter 
2 of the FEIS for additional information on the Fells Point Station and a 
description of the Preferred Alternative. 
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Sent: Fri 12/26/2008 1:15 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 
 

Elizabeth Blair's comments: 

 
I have been a Canton resident since 1993 and currently reside at 2357 Boston 

Street, directly on the route for the proposed red line.   

  

I could not be more opposed to the proposal to run any type of above-ground 

trolley or light rail system through historic Fells Point and down Boston 

Street.  Boston Street is currently one of three main routes to move traffic 

from downtown to 95 (O'Donnell Street and Eastern Avenue being the other 

two options).  The amount of traffic congestion that would be involved with 

the proposal to have a light rail system and vehicular traffic down Boston 

Street is unimaginable and frankly the width of the street does not even seem 

to be able to accommodate this.  The existing parking lanes would be 

removed and the business along Boston Street would suffer and push 

additional parking into the neighborhood and onto our private lot.  Our 

current daily struggles to get in and out of property would be magnified and 

really adversely impact quality of life. 

  

If the importance of transporting people so quickly and in such large 

numbers from the west side of the city to the east side is necessary, do it 

underground. 

  

I am certain of nothing more than a decrease in my home's value with the 

new level of noise, traffic, dirt and congestion that would ensue from any 

above-ground transportation system past the front of my home.  We are 

certain we would vacate our home and leave the city if this proposal moves 

forward and I am not the only neighbor to feel this way, what a shame for the 

city. 

  

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Blair 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information. 

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 
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 LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   

The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of parking 
spaces along the corridor. Currently, there are 239 total parking spaces, 161 
full-time and 78 part-time parking spaces, along Boston Street between 
Hudson/Montford to Haven Street. Under the Preferred Alternative, 126 
parking spaces (both on-street and off-street) would be displaced. For those 
parking spaces that remain along Boston Street , vehicles may be parked 24-
hours a day.  The proposed Park-and-Ride at the Canton Crossing Station 
could provide temporary parking spaces during construction.  Refer to 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in 
Appendix I for additional information. 
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There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses. As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use. Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail). The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost. In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 
Over the years, since the inception of Metro and Light Rail in Baltimore, the 
MTA has contacted local real estate professionals to understand what the 
effect of Metro and Light Rail has been on property values.  The local real 
estate community has consistently responded that there is no way to relate 
any changes in property values to any one specific factor such as transit.  
There is no consistent change in property values around new transit areas. 

MTA completed an assessment of noise and vibration impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative.  The results are provided in the Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report and Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 
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Sent: Tue 12/16/2008 11:21 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
As a current resident of Boston Street, and a resident of Canton for 15 years, 

I am very concerned about the impact that the Red Line will have on the 

quality of life in my neighborhood.  I am a supporter of public transportation, 

but I feel that the current plan will add an incredible traffic and parking 

burden to what is currently Canton’s most heavily traveled street.  If the line 

needs to run along Boston Street, it should be run underground.    

Currently, there are three routes that run from I-95 into 

Highlandtown/Canton/Fells Point: Eastern Avenue, O’Donnell Street, and 

Boston Street.   Of these three, Boston Street is by far the fastest and most 

travelled.  By adding the Red Line above-ground, Boston Street will not be 

able to handle a high level of car traffic, and the alternative routes (Eastern 

Avenue and O’Donnell Street) will not be able to assume the additional 

load.  This will only put more cars on residential streets that do not have 

heavy traffic, and it will create traffic gridlock in the streets between I-95 and 

Fell’s Point.     

 

In addition to the gridlock that will result throughout Canton/Fells Point, the 

current Red Line route will eliminate much of the street parking that 

currently exists on Boston Street.  Parking is at a premium in Canton/Fell’s 

Point, and there are many residents and businesses that rely on Boston Street 

parking.  I understand that businesses will profit from the people who will be 

brought into the area, but for the people who live in the area, this necessity of 

daily life will be eliminated, making our lives more difficult. 

 

I know that there was a feasibility study done based on current traffic 

numbers, etc., but I question the finding that 

 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information. 
 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

 
Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information.  
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aboveground trains on Boston Street is the best  alternative and that traffic on 

Boston Street will not be profoundly affected.   

 

Looking at the current route, it seems that Boston Street is included because 

of the nearly vacant Canton Crossing and Mr. Hale’s future plans for 

building an arena nearby.  If the final destination is Hopkins Bayview, then 

why not have the Red Line proceed directly from downtown to Bayview via 

Eastern Avenue?  But if Boston Street has to be used for the Red Line route, 

for the sake of the sanity of the local residents, please consider the 

underground alternative.          

 

Please take these factors in consideration when making the final decisions 

regarding the Boston Street route. 

 

Thank you,  

 

Matthew Blair             

 

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  
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 During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   

The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of parking 
spaces along the corridor. Currently, there are 239 total parking spaces, 161 
full-time and 78 part-time parking spaces, along Boston Street between 
Hudson/Montford to Haven Street. Under the Preferred Alternative, 126 
parking spaces (both on-street and off-street) would be displaced. For those 
parking spaces that remain along Boston Street , vehicles may be parked 24-
hours a day.  The proposed Park-and-Ride at the Canton Crossing Station 
could provide temporary parking spaces during construction.  Refer to 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in 
Appendix I for additional information. 
 
There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses. As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use. Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail). The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost. In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
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21               MR. EARL BLAKE:  Okay.  My name is Earl 
1   Blake.  That's E-A-R-L, B-L-A-K-E, of 649 Plymouth 
2   Road, 21229.  And I am past president of the Westgate 
3   Community Association, present board member of the 
4   Community Association and here representing the 
5   Community Association to tell you that we are in full 
6   favor of the Red Line for Plan 4A, which would be total 
7   surface.  Because we believe that this is vital to the 
8   economic survival of not just this community but 
9   Baltimore City as a whole. 
10               We have no real transportation going east 
11   to west.  We also believe that it should be not new 
12   light rail but light rail that we have now.  Take 
13   advantage of what we have, expand what we have, not 
14   make everything completely different. 
15               Also, Edmondson Avenue, Route 40, was all 
16   designed for streetcars.  That's how you can put in 
17   light rail on the surface same way you had streetcars 
18   50 years ago.  So, we fully support this light rail -- 
19               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Excuse me. 
20               MR. EARL BLAKE:  -- and we hope to bring it 
21   in as soon as possible. 
1               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Excuse me. 
2               MR. EARL BLAKE:  Uh-huh? 
3               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  We would like to 
4   please respect everyone's comment.  If you have a 
5   question once they leave you can speak to them one on 
6   one.  We would greatly appreciate everyone give the 
7   person the time to speak.  Thank you.  Excuse me. 
8   Excuse me. 
9               MR. EARL BLAKE:  I'm also a member -- 
10               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Excuse me, sir?  Sir? 
11   If you can actually speak to the mic -- 
12               MR. EARL BLAKE:  Okay. 
13               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  -- and speak to me. 
14               MR. EARL BLAKE:  I'm a long-time resident 
15   for over 50 years of this community.  I went to school 
16   here, so I know this community.  So, you know, I'm 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   
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17   going to be impacted just as well as everyone else.  
18   I'm going to be inconvenienced by the building just as 
19   long as everyone else.  And frankly, putting in surface 
20   is going to take a lot less time than putting in 
21   tunnels.  When they build tunnels they're going to do 
1   it cheap and you know how they're going to do it? 
2   They're going to tear it up and then they're going to 
3   put down the tracks and then they're going to put stuff 
4   over it.  Surface, they're going to put it right on 
5   through, it'll be done very quickly.  So that's why our 
6   community supports the surface option for this Red 
7   Line.  Thank you. 
 

Alternative 4A was not selected because while surface light rail throughout 
the corridor would have a lower capital cost, it would not provide the 
quality of transit service and ridership at the same level as the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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Sent: Tue 11/25/2008 12:05 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 
Arthur Boyd 

2604 Queen Anne Rd 

Baltimore, MD, 21216 

 

Arthur Boyd's comments: 

 
I support the Red Line as a light or heavy rail, with maximum dedicated right 

of way, including maximum feasible tunneling. A final routing and station 

locations need to be chosen for maximum benefit to the surrounding 

neighborhood populations rather than maximum benefit to out-of-area 

commuters Some of the options do not seem to meet this criteria. Looking at 

the route and station options, it would appear that the plan does not provide 

for convenient service to West side citizens. East of Poppleton there are for 

the most part frequent stations within easy walking distance of adjacent 

neighborhoods. West of Poppleton the stations are often twice as far apart as 

those on the East, and thus less easy to reach by walking from nearby 

neighborhoods. Similarly, the Canton and Canton Crossing route does not 

serve nearby populations with easy walking distances, in that it goes on the 

Southern edge of the land rather than through the middle of the communities, 

and again stations are farther apart. At the Edmondson High hearing, I was 

surprised and saddened to hear such widespread opposition. Then looking 

carefully at the planed route and station options, one can indeed get the 

impression that the Red Line is not being done for the benefit of nearby 

communities. With modifications, the Red Line could be a great boon to 

those neighborhoods. And such modifications clearly showing benefit to 

nearby neighborhoods could transform opposition into support. I hope so! 

 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 

 
Stations are placed throughout the 14-mile corridor based on the need to 
serve major employment centers, connections between major transit lines 
and neighbor access. There are nine stations east of Poppleton in six miles 
of the Red Line averaging 0.7 miles between stations. There are nine 
stations west of Poppleton in eight miles of the Red Line averaging 0.9 miles 
between stations.  
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Sent: Sun 11/16/2008 2:53 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Charles Boyd 

15 East Read St., 4B 

Baltimore, MD, 21202 

 

Charles Boyd's comments: 

 
Any expansion of public transportation facilities is demonstrating genuine 

foresight as our city, region and nation continue to grow. I believe we have 

grown too dependent on the automobile and that has created problems that 

need to be resolved in many ways, one of which is by the expansion of public 

transportation facilities. Given dependable and efficient public transportation 

our population will return to using same. I urge the funding, development 

and construction of the Red Line, to name but one such project that is 

needed. 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 



ID 216:  Boyd, Demetria   December 2012 

  

 

 A-380 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 
Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.  The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 
 
Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred  
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Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development. 
 
The effect of the Red Line on historic resources has been considered as part 
of the Section 106 process. The MTA is continuing coordination with the 
Maryland Historical Trust with regard to Section 106 requirements. 
 
MTA completed an assessment of noise and vibration impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative.  The results are provided in the Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report and Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 
 
The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.     

The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of some 
parking spaces along the corridor. Under the Preferred Alternative 58 on-
street parking spaces would be eliminated along Edmondson Avenue 
between Cooks lane and Franklintown Road. For those parking spaces that 
remain along Edmondson Avenue, vehicles may be parked 24-hours a day.  
MTA will work with the contactor to develop a plan to minimize the 
temporary loss of parking during construction. Refer to the Traffic and 
Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for additional information. 
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The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.  The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 
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Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.  

Over the years, since the inception of Metro and Light Rail in Baltimore, the 
MTA has contacted local real estate professionals to understand what the 
effect of Metro and Light Rail has been on property values.  The local real 
estate community has consistently responded that there is no way to relate 
any changes in property values to any one specific factor such as transit.  
There is no consistent change in property values around new transit areas. 
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Sent: Tue 12/30/2008 5:25PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 
Kristen Brandon 

100 Roland Avenue 

Lutherville, MD 21093-5520 

 

 

December 30, 2008 

 

Red Line Comments 

c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St., 9th Fl. 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

I urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit nearby neighborhoods and Baltimore as a whole. 

 

I believe the Red Line is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to attract 

investment to communities, bring jobs and economic activity to Baltimore, 

and improve our quality of life.  

 

I support option 4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with 

cost-effectiveness and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow 

neighborhood streets. 

 

Please move the Red Line forward. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Kristen Brandon 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program. Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Mon 1/5/2009 7:51 AM 
To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 
Nancy Braymer 

Baltimore (Canton) Resident and Taxpayer 

2827 Elliott Street 

Baltimore, MD, 21224 

 

Nancy Braymer's comments: 

 
1. I object to the fatally flawed NEPA process followed by the MTA on the Red Line 

Project. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) refers to the alternative 

analysis section as the heart of the EIS and requires agencies to ".... rigorously 

explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives......" The U.S. 

Department of Transportation requires that "(d)uring the draft EIS stage all 

reasonable alternatives, or the reasonable range of alternatives, should be considered 

and discussed at a comparable level of detail to avoid any indication of a bias 

towards a particular alternative(s)." The Federal Highway Administration does state 

that "Financial feasibility should be one of the considerations in assessing the 

reasonableness of an alternative. Where the resources needed to build and operate an 

alternative clearly exceed the amount of funding that can reasonably be anticipated, 

that alternative may be eliminated despite its potential transportation or other merit." 

The Southeast community advanced early and often in various forums a proposed 

alternative. This alternative was given the most cursory treatment in the Draft EIS 

(page 29) and was summarily rejected based on application of this financial test. 

However, MTA "official" alternatives that also ran afoul of this financial test and to 

a greater degree were retained for inclusion and analysis in the DEIS. There is a 

double standard being applied here. 2. I object to the Mayor and others steamrolling 

Alternative 4C weeks before all public comment is due. It is bad enough that the 

Mayor and County Executive Smith endorse Alternative 4C amid much public 

fanfare; it is worse that they are publicly urging the Governor to formally designate 

Alternative 4C as the "locally preferred alternative" quickly upon close of the public 

comment period. This exerts a chilling effect on public participation. It is difficult for 

members of the public not to conclude that "...the fix is in"; that their comments 

would be meaningless and thus not to bother to comment. So much for objective 

decisionmaking as called for by NEPA. I think it is incumbent upon the Mayor to 

issue a News Release with the same circulation and in the same manner as that of 

Thursday, December 11 stating and addressed before a "locally preferred alternative" 

The Red Line AA/DEIS did include a range of alternatives including No-Build, 
lower capital cost Transportation Systems Management, and a wide range 
of bus rapid, and light rail transit.  In selecting the Preferred Alternative 
there were many critical considerations including quality of transit service, 
projected transit ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation 
integration, economic development potential, environmental impacts, 
impacts to communities, and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the 
project’s purpose and need, it was important to connect people with key 
activity centers such as the Social Security Administration, University of 
Maryland downtown, Central Business District, Harbor East, and Johns 
Hopkins Bayview Medical Center Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and 
existing Metro and Light Rail were also critical to meeting the purpose and 
need.   

Two alternatives which incorporated Heavy Rail were considered in the 
AA/DEIS for the Red Line.  They were described in Chapter 2, page 29 of the 
AA/DEIS.  Each of these alternatives were proposed by members of the 
public.   
 
The first of the two alternatives was a full Heavy Rail Alternative from Social 
Security Administration to Greektown, 14.3 miles.  This alternative was 
estimated to cost $2.383 Billion in 2007 dollars.  The alternative was not 
carried forward through full analysis in the AA/DEIS due to its high capital 
cost as compared to Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives being 
studied.   The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line in the FEIS has a cost of 
$2.575 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  The year-of-expenditure 
dollars are based on a schedule that has the Red Line opening in 2021 and 
escalation occurring at a rate of +3.1% per year.  Escalating the previously 
studied Heavy Rail Alternative capital cost at the same rate that is being 
used for the Preferred Alternative, with a project opening in 2021 and a 
mid-point of construction in the year 2018, yields a year-of-expenditure 
capital cost of $3.334 Billion.  This cost estimate for Heavy Rail is $759 
Million higher than the Preferred Alternative.  This 30% cost differential still 
renders the Heavy Rail Alternative as too costly when compared with the 
Preferred Alternative.  In addition, there are other aspects of this proposed 
Heavy Rail Alternative that could bring into question its feasibility, could  



ID 219:  Braymer, Nancy   December 2012  

 

 A-386 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

is selected. 3. I object to Alternative 4C. I live in Canton; my property abuts Boston 

Street; since 1987 I have paid and continue to pay exorbitant property taxes; the 

major amenity of our community is access to the waterfront; my neighbors and I 

have worked very hard to transform Canton into the vibrant and thriving community 

it is today. Canton is on the National Register of Historic Places; it is not in need of 

revitalization (if anything it is overdeveloped); Boston Street has been designated by 

the State as a Scenic Byway; and there is extensive pedestrian traffic on Boston 

street. Canton residents use Boston Street as a means to get to the waterfront by foot 

and as ingress and egress from their properties by car. Alternative 4C which calls for 

dedicated surface lanes on Boston Street for light rail represents an unacceptable 

burden on our community with no discernible benefit. Putting the portal (the point 

where the rail emerges from the Fells Point tunnel to the surface) as called for by 

Alternative C -- that is putting an open ramp approximately a block and a half in 

length in the middle of a thriving residential neighborhood with extensive foot traffic 

represents an unacceptable safety and security risk. These deficiencies can not be 

cured by "engineering" of the Red Line project. It is particularly galling that Mayor 

Dixon has not even had the courtesy to meet with the Canton residents who will be 

so adversely impacted by Alternative 4C before announcing it as the solution to our 

transportation problem. In summary, I object to having my property taxes used to 

fund the City's share of a transportation project that will benefit others at our expense 

and literally and figuratively throw my neighbors and me under the rails.  

 

lead to higher capital costs, and/or create environmental impacts that 
would need to be addressed with associated costs, if the Alternative were to 
be studied more thoroughly.  These include constructing adjacent to the 
Amtrak Northeast corridor and within Amtrak right-of-way, constructing 
connections with the existing Baltimore Metro and the need to shut down 
Metro service while that construction occurred, likely six to nine months at 
a minimum, additional property takes along Amtrak right-of-way, visual 
impacts of aerial alignment from Orangeville to Greektown, potential 4(f) 
impacts to being in tunnel under Leakin Park due to associated ventilation 
or emergency egress that may be required, and viability of an at-grade 
alignment along I-70. 
 
The second of the two alternatives was not a full Heavy Rail Alternative, but 
a combination of three modes – Heavy Rail, Light Rail, and Streetcar.  The 
Heavy Rail component extended the existing Metro from Johns Hopkins 
Hospital to the Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center.  From CMS to the 
western portion of downtown, the Alternative would be light rail similar to 
the Preferred Alternative.  Upon entering downtown, the light rail would be 
in surface to Camden Yards, and then would be in tunnel to the existing 
Charles Center Metro Station.   The third component would be a streetcar 
from Camden Yards, with surface operations along Pratt Street and through 
Harbor East, Fells Point, Canton, Canton Crossing, and Haven Street to the 
Amtrak right-of-way, ending at Edison Highway.  The streetcar alternative 
would run in mixed traffic along the surface.  This Alternative was estimated 
to have a capital cost of $1.8 Billion in 2007 dollars.  Escalated at 3.1% per 
year yields a cost of $2.518 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  This cost 
is comparable to the Preferred Alternative, just as it was similar to the costs 
of the light rail and bus rapid transit alternatives in the AA/DEIS.  The 
reasons this alternative were not studied further in the AA/DEIS are: 
 

 Many east-west trips through the corridor would require transfers 

due to the multiple modes, increasing transit travel time and 

decreasing ridership. 

 All of the streetcar component requires sharing lanes with traffic, 

which degrades both vehicular traffic movements, as well as transit 

travel times, and would reduce ridership.  
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 Introducing a new mode, streetcar, requires an additional new 

maintenance facility for streetcars and introduces a new mode of 

transit to Baltimore, which does not improve transit efficiency. 

 
Refer to Section 2.4.2 in the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for additional information. 
 
The AA/DEIS and the FEIS are combined federal/ state documents under the 
NEPA process and the project sponsors are the Federal Transit 
Administration and the Maryland Transit Administration.  Local government 
agencies, such as Baltimore City and Baltimore County and their elected 
officials, are not restricted in providing comments on preferences during the 
public comment period. 
 
The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Boston Street.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals with 
indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will provide 
adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of Boston 
Street.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the center of 
Boston Street for increased safety.  
 
The National Scenic Byways Program is a Federal Highway Administration 
program established to help recognize, preserve and enhance selected 
roads throughout the US.  A portion of Boston Street within the project 
study corridor is part of the Star-Spangled Banner Scenic Byway, a 100+ mile 
byway that provides views of and access to historic resources.  The Red Line 
would not affect the function or designation of the Boston Street route as 
part of the scenic byway. 
 
The portal along Boston Street will be constructed and operated to function 
safely.  Safety measures include construction of parapet walls and fencing 
along three sides of the portal to prevent intrusion, electronic surveillance 
at the portal, warning systems for vehicles and pedestrians entering the 
portal, and potential physical barriers to deter vehicles from entering the 
portal. 
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 The Red Line is currently proposed to be funded by Federal transportation 
funds through the Federal Transit Administration New Starts Program and 
State of Maryland funds through the Consolidated Transportation Trust 
Fund. The State Transportation Trust Fund is a fund where Maryland 
transportation revenues (motor vehicle revenues, transit fares, airport fees, 
port fees, and other transportation revenues) are consolidated and used for 
highway, transit, port, airport, and other transportation operating and 
capital expenses.  Taxes and fees in the Trust Fund are not based on any 
single project, but on the entire statewide transportation program.   
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Sent: Mon 11/17/2008 6:50 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 

Leslie Bridgett 

520 Sylvan Way 

Pasadena, MD 21122-5530 

 

 

November 17, 2008 

 

Red Line Comments 

c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St., 9th Fl. 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

I urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit nearby neighborhoods and Baltimore as a whole. 

 

I believe the Red Line is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to attract 

investment to communities, bring jobs and economic activity to Baltimore, 

and improve our quality of life.  

 

I support option 4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with 

cost-effectiveness and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow 

neighborhood streets. 

 

Please move the Red Line forward. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Leslie Bridgett 

 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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19               MR. ADRIAN BRINKLEY:  My name is Adrian 
20   Brinkley.  A-D-R-I-A-N, B-R-I-N-K-L-E-Y.  My address is 
21   864 West Lombard.  I think the Red Line will be very 
1   helpful because it will help with some of the 
2   congestion that is down on downtown in this area during 
3   prime rush hour situations. 
4               I think it's good that they're going to 
5   increase MTA service and I think the Red Line would be 
6   the proper way to do it.  That's all I have to say. 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 

Efficient transportation is a key factor contributing to the economic well-
being and vitality of a region.  While transportation infrastructure can have 
high capital costs, there are benefits in terms of access to jobs and meeting 
all forms of trip purposes such as education, access to health services, 
recreation, and commercial. For example, 7,500 businesses are located in 
the project study corridor that would be accessible by the Red Line. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

 
The projected travel time for the Preferred Alternative end-to-end is 45 
minutes in 2035. The projected end-to-end travel time for buses in 2035 
from CMS to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center is 79 minutes. 
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Sent: Thu 10/30/2008 10:43 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: support the red line 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Jen Brock-Cancellieri’s comments: 

I live in northeast baltimore and am very supportive of the red line. Thank 

you for helping build our community! 

 

Jen Brock-Cancellieri 

2717 E. Strathmore Ave 

Baltimore MD 21214 

 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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10               MR. RUSHON BROOKS:  Good afternoon.  My 
11   name is Rushon Brooks, R-U-S-H-O-N, B-R-O-O-K-S.  And 
12   I'm originally from Catonsville but I own property in 
13   Baltimore city which belonged to my parents and I just 
14   inherited it a couple years ago at the West Station 
15   Community Gardens on Mulberry Street and Smallwood 
16   where the MARC train station is.  And the house that I 
17   own right now is about two blocks up across on Penrose 
18   Avenue near Saratoga Street and the 2100 block. 
19               Now, I've been looking at this program for 
20   the past couple of months, been to a couple of meetings 
21   in the past, and I understand in that area is going to 
1   be a large operation, location for parking, shopping 
2   and the transportation for the MARC train station also, 
3   including the Red Line. 
4               Now, I've been thinking about having my 
5   property renovated, having it renovated inside out so I 
6   can make improvements such as, in case if I have to 
7   rent the property out in the few months coming I can do 
8   this.  But now I'm in a stage where if I have this 
9   property renovated it would probably cost me from 75 to 
10   95 thousand dollars.  If that operation on Mulberry 
11   Street and the MARC train station expands to my block 
12   and I get a notice that they're going to have to take 
13   my house and that whole block for parking facilities or 
14   expansion, I would like to know ahead of time whether I 
15   should proceed on with this operation on my property to 
16   have it renovated or could they give me some 
17   information on whether I should renovate or let it stay 
18   as it is.  In the case I have to sell my house to the 
19   city, would I get full property value. 
20               And I do know that this Red Line is going 
21   to happen.  It's going to come through.  And it's gotta 
1   come through somewhere.  And I recommend for the people 
2   in Edmondson Village, like you said, take it 
3   underground.  I know it's going to be expensive, but 
4   you gotta take it underground cause I don't want to see 
5   a lot of these people in that community, in Edmondson 
6   Village, lose their properties and their homes.  Cause 

The Preferred Alternative does not include private property acquisitions and 
relocations at the West Baltimore MARC Train station area. 

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.     

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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7   those people work very hard because I remember the 
8   first African-American family move in this neighborhood 
9   was in 1957.  And right here today, those are kids, 
10   which you're all my age now, still on that property 
11   after their parents passed away.  So, that's all I have 
12   to say.  Thank you. 



ID 227:  Brown, Betty P.   December 2012 

  

 

 A-397 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

6               MS. BETTY P. BROWN:  Betty, B-E-T-T-Y.  P. 
7   Brown, B-R-O-W-N.  Okay.  Well, I just recently found 
8   out and realized the extent of this proposal, what it's 
9   really doing for the people in the neighborhood.  I've 
10   lived in this neighborhood, I'm a homeowner for 38 
11   years.  And I live on the corner of Edgewood and 
12   Allendale, which one of the proposed spots to put, I'm 
13   not familiar with all of the things, but one of the, 
14   where you wait for the transit. 
15               What I'm saying, during the 38 years I've 
16   lived there, I've brought my children up there, now I'm 
17   in the midst of bringing up my grand-children. 
18               There's a lot of crime and everything in 
19   the community.  What it's going to do, it's going to 
20   deprive the people who have been there for years who 
21   have established Edmondson Village.  It's going, extend 
1   all the way down to Hilton Street, all of the areas 
2   where the proprietors are right now.  They have to do 
3   that and they're going to put something up here.  First 
4   of all, I don't understand the purpose of it, to the 
5   extent of where it's going.  So that's my main concern, 
6   if it's just to come from downtown to where.  Did 
7   anyone ask that question? 
11               MS. BETTY P. BROWN:  Okay, fine.  Wherever 
12   it's going, it's going to affect the community as a 
13   whole.  I don't live directly on Edmondson Avenue but 
14   the area where, and I understand all the streets that's 
15   going to be cut off you can't make a left turn, there's 
16   people that's going to be deprived of coming out, 
17   because if you know all that area goes into a circle. 
18   Once you go in, where you have to go in a circle, all 
19   around the circle as you come out, and then you have 
20   blockage on one, two, three, four, at least five 
21   streets.  Okay? 

The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures.  Vehicles, 
station platforms, and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras 
for observation and enforcement.  Project design will also incorporate 
features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The MTA police force 
will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications.   

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 
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1               And second, there are no places for 
2   parking.  Where are the people going to move?  Where 
3   are they going to park?  And also, this is my opinion, 
4   it's going to bring more crime and stuff in the 
5   neighborhood because people are going to be afraid to 
6   stand, people can do what they want, get in and out, 
7   and from where they're coming from. 
8               We have been satisfied with the transit, 
9   the way we've had it for years.  Why not put more money 
10   into the transit, to get people jobs, the bus, we've 
11   been riding the buses for years.  For 35 years I've 
12   caught the bus.  And so, what do we need with this? 
13   Can we use the money some place else that's going to be 
14   more productive?  Why not bring up the neighborhood? 
15   Give people low-income houses so they can buy the homes 
16   and fix them up?  I cannot see this being an 
17   improvement for the neighborhood.  Thank you. 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction. 

The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of some 
parking spaces along the corridor. Under the Preferred Alternative 58 on-
street parking spaces would be eliminated along Edmondson Avenue 
between Cooks lane and Franklintown Road. For those parking spaces that 
remain along Edmondson Avenue, vehicles may be parked 24-hours a day.  
MTA will work with the contactor to develop a plan to minimize the 
temporary loss of parking during construction. Refer to the Traffic and 
Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for additional information. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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Sent: Thu 10/2/2008 2:04 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Mark Brown 

BCDOT 

 

417 E. Fayette St 

Baltimore, MD, 21231 

 

Mark Brown's comments: 

 
Perhaps State Center could be included in the TOD map even though it 

doesn't connect directly with the Red Line. With the additional residential 

units and retail at State Center, it will serve as an attractor which will have 

some direct benefits to the Red Line. 

 
 

With the Preferred Alternative having a direct connection with Metro, the 
State Center development will have excellent access from the Red Line and 
any TOD development at State Center will be enhanced. 
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19               MR. NORMAN BROWN:  My name is Norman Brown, 
20   N-O-R-M-A-N, My last name is B-R-O-W-N. 
21               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  And if you could give 
1   your address please. 
2               MR. NORMAN BROWN:  I live at 410 Lyndhurst 
3   Street, Baltimore, Maryland, 21229.  The first thing I 
4   wanted to say is that I am very happy that MTA is 
5   finally going to be given more trains than one through 
6   the city because when I used to have to take the MTA 
7   and all that it was very inconvenient for me.  It would 
8   take two hours, like the gentleman earlier said, it 
9   would take two hours for me to get from my house to my 
10   job.  And that means that I had to inconvenience myself 
11   getting up extra early in the morning or whatever to go 
12   somewhere. 
13               But, what I do want to say is that just as 
14   they did in D.C. where all the trains are underground, 
15   it is very convenient for those people who live there. 
16   Not only is it convenient to them but it is not the 
17   kind of noise pollution that we would have if the 
18   trains were above ground.  I am not in favor of an 
19   above ground train because that's going to disrupt this 
20   whole area, not just by noise pollution but by traffic, 
21   but by displacing people who live here and various 
1   other reasons. 
2               The next thing I want to address is that if 
3   they're going to be trying, if they would have tried to 
4   put the train above ground, that would mean that you 
5   would have certain historical churches that are on 
6   Edmondson Avenue.  What are they going to do with that? 
7   They're going just destroy it and then, you know, push 
8   them somewhere else and say go find another place to 
9   build a church, when that's a historical landmark?  I 
10   don't think so. 
11               And not only that, but the people that live 
12   on that street, if you're going to be trying to take 
13   the property, then you're going to be basically saying 
14   that it doesn't matter that you paid for whatever, that 
15   you spent your money on this, we're going to take it 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and  
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16   because of what we want to do and we'll disregard 
17   whatever it is that you worked so hard to get.  And 
18   just as previous people said, there are people, when 
19   they get displaced, they will not be given the value of 
20   their home and what they should be given to be able to 
21   move into another area. 
1               Not only that, but even if they were given 
2   the value of it, the point is is that they would not be 
3   able to move into a house that would even be equivalent 
4   to what they have now because prices are so high on the 
5   houses.  So even in that respect, it is still not going 
6   to be the same, it's not going to be equal, it's not 
7   going to be equivalent. 
8               It's going to be, instead of an upgrade 
9   it's going to be a downgrade.  And so, anyone that's 
10   caught up in that situation is going to be affected in 
11   many ways and their life is going to be disrupted very 
12   much so without, without any kind of real retribution, 
13   any kind of real, anything that can replace whatever it 
14   is that they've lost. 
15               I just want to say also, lastly, that I 
16   believe that the train is going to be good but only if 
17   it's underground.  Thank you. 

construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 

MTA completed an assessment of noise and vibration impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative.  The results are provided in the Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report and Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications.   

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 
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 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction.  

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 



ID 235:  Brown, Norman   December 2012 

  

 

 A-409 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

  partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.    

.
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Sent: Mon 11/17/2008 10:47 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Tom Brown’s comments: 
 

I support increased rail transit in Baltimore City. I am so happy that planning for the 

Red Line is in full swing. I cannot wait to ride it when the route has been finalized 

and construction complete. 

 

Tom Brown of Baltimore 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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14               MR. LARRY BROWN, SR.:  Good evening, 
15   everyone.  My name is Larry D. Brown, Sr.  That's 
16   L-A-R-R-Y, D. B-R-O- W-N, S-R, senior. 
17               I think it's a wonderful time for me to be 
18   here.  Just like the business on here.  This is my main 
19   reason for being here.  This farce.  You see? 
20               It's like she said.  You're going from 
21   Edmondson Heights all the way over here to Bayview. 
1   $1.1 billion dollars for this, just to do this.  To our 
2   understanding.  Everyone here is a business person or 
3   whatever they are.  One point one billion dollars. 
4   Where do you get this money from in these economic 
5   times like this? 
6               I see preachers here.  I see business folks 
7   here.  I'm going to conclude this because I don't like 
8   to do a lot of talking because I'm not impressed after 
9   45 years of this. 
10               Something is not right with this picture. 
11   I know you've got the little tower out there, too.  Do 
12   not be fooled by what you see.  Somebody is going to 
13   pay for this and 80 percent of the monies now, from my 
14   understanding, from Maryland's point of view, is being 
15   held by the federal government.  Some questions have to 
16   be answered.  You all have a good day. 

The Red Line is currently proposed to be funded by Federal transportation 
funds through the Federal Transit Administration New Starts Program and 
State of Maryland funds through the Consolidated Transportation Trust 
Fund. The State Transportation Trust Fund is a fund where Maryland 
transportation revenues (motor vehicle revenues, transit fares, airport fees, 
port fees, and other transportation revenues) are consolidated and used for 
highway, transit, port, airport, and other transportation operating and 
capital expenses.  Taxes and fees in the Trust Fund are not based on any 
single project, but on the entire statewide transportation program.   
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Sent: Thu 1/1/2009 8:40 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS Comment 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 
Morita Bruce 

507 Millwood Drive 

Fallston, MD 21047-3020 

 

January 1, 2009 

 

Red Line Comments 

c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St., 9th Fl. 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

I urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit nearby neighborhoods and Baltimore as a whole. 

 

I believe the Red Line is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to attract 

investment to communities, bring jobs and economic activity to Baltimore, 

and improve our quality of life.  

 

I support option 4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with 

cost-effectiveness and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow 

neighborhood streets. 

 

Please move the Red Line forward.  This is an incredible opportunity to 

redevelop Baltimore and enable residents to efficiently and conveniently 

reach jobs, medical facilities, shopping and entertainment areas. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Morita Bruce 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The travel demand methodology used to project ridership for the 
alternatives uses a regional travel model under the authority of the 
Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC). This model is the accepted standard 
by local governments, state governments, and the federal transit 
administration. The BMC model is validated periodically with surveys and 
census data. 

The Red Line Project was prioritized in the 2002 Baltimore Regional Rail 
System Plan, and in not an Interstate Division for Baltimore City plan. 
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Sent: Fri 1/2/2009 5:17 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 
 

Dear Sir or Madame, 

 

I have lived in Canton for the past 11 years and have seen lots of 

change. I have attended many neighborhood meetings regarding the 

red line and sit on the board of the Canton Community Association. I 

am fearful that the current plans for the red line in Canton would 

severely disrupt our neighborhood life. Boston Street is major artery. I 

am worried about increase traffic and crime. Please consider moving it 

underground to protect the investment and sanity of the loyal residents 

of Canton. 

 

Sincerely, 

Tracy Bumba   

 

There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses. As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use. Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail). The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost. In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
 
Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information. 

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 
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Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control  
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devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   

The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures.   Vehicles, 
station platforms, and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras 
for observation and enforcement.  Project design will also incorporate 
features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The MTA police force 
will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 
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Sent: Thu 10/30/2008 12:26 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 
Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Mary Bunting’s comments: 
 
Yes it is about time.  Balto needs a lot more public transportation to get 
people to the jobs and to save the environment from all the cars. Mary 
Bunting 

 
 

Mary Bunting’s comments are located under IDs 241 and 242 the 
responses to her comments are combined below.  
 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Tue 12/30/2008 4:52 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
mary Bunting 

6506 Darnall Rd 

Baltimore, MD 21204-6423 

 

 

December 30, 2008 

 

Red Line Comments 

c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St., 9th Fl. 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

I urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit nearby neighborhoods and Baltimore as a whole. 

 

I believe the Red Line is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to attract 

investment to communities, bring jobs and economic activity to Baltimore, 

and improve our quality of life.  

 

I support option 4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with 

cost-effectiveness and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow 

neighborhood streets. 

 

Please move the Red Line forward. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Mary Catherine Bunting 
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13               MS. CAROLINE BURKHART:  I live on Elliott 
14   Street which is between Boston Street and O'Donnell 
15   Street.  And I am vehemently opposed to anything going 
16   down Boston Street other than maybe the tunnel.  I 
17   think it's totally inappropriate. 
18               We bought our house 21 years ago.  It was 
19   new.  We put a lot of faith in the fact that Canton 
20   would become a neighborhood that we would like to live 
21   in and it's a very pleasant and successful neighborhood 
1   now. 
2               However, I think the train down the middle 
3   of Boston Street is going to be an utter disaster for 
4   our neighborhood.  There's 134 townhouses and a lot of 
5   them face or back up to Boston Street.  Our property 
6   values are definitely going to be negatively affected 
7   by that.  No one wants a train going through their 
8   backyard. 
9               We are also going to be negatively affected 
10   by the traffic, the trash, and the potential crime 
11   problems that would be generated by the stop that seems 
12   to be in the park just south of St. Casimir's.  That 
13   also is going to   introduce petty crime and trash into 
14   our neighborhood. 
15               Now the biggest issue for us is parking. 
16   We are already in a very tough parking situation 
17   because we have the people from the high-rise buildings 
18   and rental buildings across the street parking in our 
19   neighborhood.  We have a lot of people that work in 
20   those buildings.  They park there during the day.  And 
21   then at nighttime we have all the night life parking, 
1   which is sometimes unbearable, but it would be even 
2   worse if we have the station there. 
3               We would then demand to have permit parking 
4   which is a terrible inconvenience as everybody that 
5   lives on Federal Hill knows.  We would either demand 
6   permit parking at all times or two or three-hour 
7   parking.  That would be an inconvenience, but it would 
8   prevent all the commuters from the suburbs and 

Caroline Burkhart’s comments are located under IDs 243 and 244; the 
responses to her comments are combined below. 
 
There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses. As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use. Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail). The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost. In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
  
Over the years, since the inception of Metro and Light Rail in Baltimore, the 
MTA has contacted local real estate professionals to understand what the 
effect of Metro and Light Rail has been on property values.  The local real 
estate community has consistently responded that there is no way to relate 
any changes in property values to any one specific factor such as transit.  
There is no consistent change in property values around new transit areas. 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
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9   elsewhere in the city from parking in our neighborhood 
10   and walking to the station. 
11               Now this in turn is going to have a 
12   negative affect on the businesses.  The restaurants, 
13   the bars, and the little stores that are up on the 
14   square because they depend on our streets for parking. 
15   So when you have permit parking, where the people from 
16   out of the neighborhood can't park at all or you have a 
17   limit of two or three-hours, then the restaurants don't 
18   get the kind of business that they're used to having. 
19               Because people will know that they can only 
20   park, and there's no other parking down there.  There 
21   is just no commercial lot or any place for people to 
1   park within a reasonable distance of the restaurants. 
2               So I think since most of Eastern Avenue is 
3   zoned for business already, Eastern Avenue should be 
4   the place to put this.  If Fells Point can have a 
5   tunnel, we can have a tunnel, if that's what we have to 
6   do.  Thank you. 

FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information. 

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  
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During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   

The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures.   Vehicles, 
station platforms, and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras 
for observation and enforcement.  Project design will also incorporate 
features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The MTA police force 
will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 
 
The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of parking 
spaces along the corridor. Currently, there are 239 total parking spaces, 161 
full-time and 78 part-time parking spaces, along Boston Street between 
Hudson/Montford to Haven Street. Under the Preferred Alternative, 126 
parking spaces (both on-street and off-street) would be displaced. For those 
parking spaces that remain along Boston Street , vehicles may be parked 24-
hours a day.  The proposed Park-and-Ride at the Canton Crossing Station 
could provide temporary parking spaces during construction.  Refer to 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in 
Appendix I for additional information.  The Canton Crossing Station for the 
Red Line will include a parking lot for Red Line commuters and will include 
500 to 600 spaces. 
 
The Permit Parking Program is managed and operated by the City of 
Baltimore. Any decision to introduce permit parking for a particular 
neighborhood is made by Baltimore City in consultation with local 
neighborhoods and businesses.  
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The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Boston Street.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals with 
indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will provide 
adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of Boston 
Street.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the center of 
Boston Street for increased safety.   

The Red Line would have positive and negative impacts on the visual 
experience. The visual impacts of the Preferred Alternative were fully 
assessed and are documented in the Visual and Aesthetic Resources 
Technical Report, which is a supporting document to the FEIS.  Design 
details of the transitway, stations, ancillary buildings, and landscaping has 
been carefully considered to be congruent with the existing environment, 
particularly in sensitive areas such as historic districts in order to minimize 
the visual impact to the community.    

MTA completed an assessment of noise and vibration impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative.  The results are provided in the Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report and Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 
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Sent: Wed 10/1/2008 8:58 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Gregory Burnett 

7430 Hindon Circle Unit 102 

Windsor Mill, MD, 21244 

 

Gregory Burnett's comments: 

 
As a commuter within the reach of the Western terminus of the corridor 

study I wished to add how this would affect my commute. Currently if I have 

issues with my personal vehicle getting to work either in locations in 

Baltimore or Washington DC (as I work multiple locations) is severely 

constrain due to the dearth of options. The closest current bus route is nearly 

1.5mi away and while the 77 line provides access either to the Old Court 

station if I need to get to Metro (and Owings Mills) or Halethorpe (if I need 

to take the MARC to DC) the time cost is noticeable. In order to catch a train 

southbound normally requires leaving my house 20-25 minutes prior to 

departure whereas with the current transit infrastructure that increases to 

nearly an hour and a half. The addition of the Red Line, and preferentially 

some form of light rail, woudl enable short commute to either CMS or 

Security Mall with transit into the city (and its transit connections) or to West 

Baltimore and the commuter lines there. This would save an enourmous 

amount of time compared to current alternatives and would certianly make 

this a viable option even on days when my vehicle is working due to the 

reduced stress of not having to deal with traffic and negotiating the perpetual 

delays in the Liberty Road-Edmonson Road segment of the Outer Loop. 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 
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Sent: Mon 1/5/2009 3:00 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

Cindy Buxbaum 

2702 Moores Valley Drive 

Baltimore, MD 21209-1049 

 

January 5, 2009 

 

Red Line Comments 

c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St., 9th Fl. 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

I urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit nearby neighborhoods and Baltimore as a whole. 

 

I believe the Red Line is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to attract 

investment to communities, bring jobs and economic activity to Baltimore, 

and improve our quality of life.  

 

I support option 4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with 

cost-effectiveness and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow 

neighborhood streets. 

 

Please move the Red Line forward. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Cindy Buxbaum 

 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Fri 11/21/2008 8:28 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

November 21, 2008 

 

Red Line Comments 

c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St., 9th Fl. 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

I urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit nearby neighborhoods and Baltimore as a whole. 

 

I believe the Red Line is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to attract 

investment to communities, bring jobs and economic activity to Baltimore, 

and improve our quality of life.  

 

I support option 4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with 

cost-effectiveness and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow 

neighborhood streets. 

 

Please move the Red Line forward. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Allison Campbell 

 

 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Thu 1/1/2009 6:15 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS Comment 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 
1220 S. Curley Street 

Baltimore, Maryland 21224 

RE:  DEIS COMMENT 

 

As residents of the Canton area of Baltimore City, we would like to register our 

strong objections to the routing of a surface Red Line track on Boston Street for the 

following reasons: 

 

1. It is questionable whether the soil foundation on Boston Street, originally 

marshy and later created with fill-in dirt, would support a light rail system.  Several 

houses in our community have suffered expensive repairs to their homes because of 

foundation problems.  Several examples: 

a) collapse of a complete rear wall of a home in the 1200 block of South 

Linwood Avenue; 

b) high level  of ground water under the homes in our community; 

c) we personally are aware of at least three homes in our immediate 

community of Canton Square that have had water leaks through the 

basement floor and have worn out several sump pumps from continual day 

and night pumping out of ground water;   

d) soggy garden areas throughout the community 

 

2. Several years ago, the single lane road on Boston Street was replaced with a 

dual lane highway with federal money.  If the Red Line were to appropriate one of 

these lanes for its tracks, would Baltimore City be required to reimburse the Federal 

Government for its previous financial outlay (because it would no longer be a dual 

lane highway)?  

 

3. If eastbound and westbound Red Line track lanes were to be built beside the 

dual lane highway, then homes adjacent to Boston Street would have to be 

condemned.  How will homeowners in this corridor be reimbursed for their 

properties? 

 

Charles and Mary Campbell’s comments are located under IDs 248, 249, 
250 and 251; the responses to their comments are combined below 
 
Extensive geotechnical investigations have occurred and will continue to 
occur throughout the project study corridor in support of the preliminary 
engineering to ensure the Red Line is constructed within suitable soils and 
competent rock.  The Red Line will be constructed in compliance with all 
Federal and State floodplain requirements.  In particular, entrances to 
underground stations and tunnels will be constructed above an elevation of 
12.2 feet above mean sea level.  The 100-year storm elevation with wave 
action is 11.2 feet above mean sea level.  The established elevation for the 
Red Line is more conservative than the standing 100-year floodplain 
elevation as it accounts for the effects of wind and waves.  An additional 
one foot has been added to the standard elevation to be even more 
conservative.  
 
Prior to construction, pre-construction conditions would be documented 
through baseline surveys and visual inspections for buildings that are 
directly adjacent to the alignment. These conditions can then be compared 
with any changes after construction and may be used as the basis for 
compensation.   
 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) funds were used in the Boston 
Street enhancements.  Under the Preferred Alternative, the roadway would 
continue to be used for transportation purposes; therefore, reimbursement 
to FHWA is not required.  
 
The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line includes tunnel under Boston 
Street to a tunnel portal east of the intersection with Montford 
Avenue/Hudson Street ascending to the surface in the median of Boston 
Street.  The Preferred Alternative continues southeast at-grade in the 
median of Boston Street. The MTA has insured that there will be no 
involuntary residential displacements for the Red Line. There is no need to 
take any homes for the Red Line.  The majority of the Red Line would be 
constructed within the public right-of-way; however, there are areas where 
the Red Line would require additional property. There will be the need to 
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their cars on neighborhood streets, thus further inconveniencing the residents of the 

Canton area? 

 

4. What compensations would be made in property taxes for decreased quality 

of life and reduced property values? 

 

5. Would the Red Line pay for itself in commuter fares, or would it result in 

an additional subsidy on the backs of the already overly taxed homeowners of 

Baltimore City (e.g., the Light Rail)? 

 

We are not convinced of the need for any additional public transportation in East 

Baltimore.  However, if a need is deemed warranted, a Boston Street route would be 

contraindicated in consideration of the reasons outlined above. 

 

        

 Sincerely, 

        

 Charles H. Campbell 

        

 Mary H. Campbell 

acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of property from some residential 
properties adjacent to and along the Red Line. Just compensation will be 
paid for all land that is acquired.  These partial property acquisitions will 
leave the majority of land in the ownership of the current proprietor. A 
listing of property acquisitions is included in Chapter 5.     
 
The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of parking 
spaces along the corridor. Currently, there are 239 total parking spaces, 161 
full-time and 78 part-time parking spaces, along Boston Street between 
Hudson/Montford to Haven Street. Under the Preferred Alternative, 126 
parking spaces (both on-street and off-street) would be displaced. For those 
parking spaces that remain along Boston Street , vehicles may be parked 24-
hours a day.  The proposed Park-and-Ride at the Canton Crossing Station 
could provide temporary parking spaces during construction.  Refer to 
Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in 
Appendix I for additional information. 
 
Over the years, since the inception of Metro and Light Rail in Baltimore, the 
MTA has contacted local real estate professionals to understand what the 
effect of Metro and Light Rail has been on property values.  The local real 
estate community has consistently responded that there is no way to relate 
any changes in property values to any one specific factor such as transit.  
There is no consistent change in property values around new transit areas. 
 

The operating costs for the Red Line would not be covered by the fares and 
revenues generated by the Red Line.  Therefore, there would be an 
operating cost subsidy. That subsidy would be funded through 
Transportation Trust Fund and funded through property taxes of 
homeowners in Baltimore City. 
 
In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need,  
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4               MR. CHARLES CAMPBELL:  Charles, 
5   C-H-A-R-L-E-S, Campbell, C-A-M-P-B-E-L-L.  I don't like 
6   any of the alternatives, although the best one is 4D 
7   and that might do the job. 
8               I think if one of the routes is through 
9   Boston Street it will make the area unbearable, as far 
10   as the traffic, it will be extend.  Also parking will 
11   be a mess.  So it will definitely deteriorate my 
12   quality of life and I think the quality of life of many 
13   families in my immediate area.  Thank you. 

it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 

Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information. 
 
The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred  
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Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 

Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.  

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information.  

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   
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 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   
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Sent: Fri 10/17/2008 9:52 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: RED LINE 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

As a longtime resident of Canton, I would hope the RED LINE is proximate, 

but NOT IN Canton.  It should stay north of Patterson Park and service Johns 

Hopkins Hospital and Bayview.  This way, Canton residents can access it, 

but it won't slice through Canton's gentrified neighborhoods.  MTA bus 

access to the Red Line from Canton would be sufficient.  As we all know, the 

area east of JHH and north of Patterson Park is an area that could greatly 

benefit from a project like this. 

  

Randy Capone 

3000 Hudson Street 

  

Randolph B. Capone, MD, FACS 

Director, The Baltimore Center for Facial Plastic Surgery 

 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 

Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information. 
 
The 2002 Baltimore Region Rail System Plan provided guidance on the 
development of a Red Line.  The Rail Plan indicated Harbor East, Fell’s Point, 
Patterson Park, Canton, Highlandtown, Greektown, and Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center as key activity centers on the Red Line.  Alignments 
north of Patterson Park would not directly serve these activity centers.  The 
existing Baltimore Metro directly serves Johns Hopkins Hospital and the 
Hospital would be accessible from the Red Line with the connection of the 
Red Line with the Metro at Charles Center.   
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The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 
Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.  The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 
 
Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and  

 



ID 253:  Cargill, Lola   December 2012 

  

 

 A-434 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

 accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.     

The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of some 
parking spaces along the corridor. Under the Preferred Alternative 58 on-
street parking spaces would be eliminated along Edmondson Avenue 
between Cooks lane and Franklintown Road. For those parking spaces that 
remain along Edmondson Avenue, vehicles may be parked 24-hours a day.  
MTA will work with the contactor to develop a plan to minimize the 
temporary loss of parking during construction. Refer to the Traffic and 
Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for additional information.  

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications.   

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 
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 Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS: 

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction.  
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 The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.   
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Sent: Fri 11/07/2008 3:07 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 
M Carlisle 

1238 Ramblewood Road 

Baltimore, MD 21239-2637 

 

 

November 7, 2008 

 

Red Line Comments 

c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St., 9th Fl. 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

I urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit nearby neighborhoods and Baltimore as a whole. 

 

I believe the Red Line is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to attract 

investment to communities, bring jobs and economic activity to Baltimore, 

and improve our quality of life.  

 

I support option 4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with 

cost-effectiveness and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow 

neighborhood streets. 

 

Please move the Red Line forward. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

M Carlisle 

 

M. Carlisle’s comments are located under IDs 254 and 255; the responses 
to her comments are combined below.  
 
The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
 
The Baltimore Red Line planning study included a comprehensive public 
involvement program that was integral to the overall study effort. Public 
involvement activities began in Spring 2003 with the distribution of direct mail 
and e-mails announcing scoping meetings to approximately 84,280 homeowners 
and businesses, 214 associations and community groups, and over 1,450 
individual e-mail addresses. Between 2004 and 2007, the MTA held five sets of 
open houses. From November 2004 to May 2005, four rounds of Community 
Workings Groups were held. Letters and project fact sheets were mailed to 249 
religious institutions March 2005. Seventy-eight community meetings were held 
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between September 2005 and March 2008. In 2006, the Maryland General 
Assembly passed a bill creating the Red Line Citizens' Advisory Council (CAC). The 
CAC advised the MTA on impacts, opportunities and community concerns about 
the Baltimore Red Line through the duration of the planning study. From 2010 
to 2012 seventeen Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) were formed 
to provide input on the Red Line project development. Each of the SAACs 
met approximately ten times during that time frame. 

Between project initiation and the 2008 public hearing, MTA developed 9 
separate project newsletters distributed to the Red Line mailing list. Additionally, 
regular (monthly/bi-monthly) e-newsletters have been distributed to subscribers 
to the project’s e-mail registry. Throughout planning, project information was 
made available at 34 resource hubs throughout the project area. MTA also made 
available a Red Line project website (http://www.baltimoreredline.com/). 
Downloadable materials included a map and simulation of the Preferred 
Alternative, photos, fliers, e-newsletters, news articles, brochures, videos. 

Refer to Chapter 8 of the FEIS for additional information. 

The Yellow Line would be a separate project from the Red Line. The Yellow 
Line would be able to be accommodated with the current profile of the Red 
Line. The Yellow Line would be accommodated at a lower elevation than 
both the existing Metro tunnel under Baltimore Street, and the Red Line 
under Lombard Street. 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical considerations 
including quality of transit service, projected transit ridership, cost-effectiveness, 
land use/transportation integration, economic development potential, 
environmental impacts, impacts to communities, and public and stakeholder 
input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, it was important to connect 
people with key activity centers such as the Social Security Administration, 
University of Maryland downtown, Central Business District, Harbor East, and 
Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center Campus.  Transit connections to MARC 
and existing Metro and Light Rail were also critical to meeting the purpose and 
need. 

http://www.baltimoreredline.com/
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The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities. 

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.   
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John Carrier’s comments are located under IDs 256 and 257; the responses 
to his comments are combined below.  
 
In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 

Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information. 

 
Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross
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Sent: Thu 10/30/2008 11:06 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

John Carrier 

1204 S Potomac Street 

Baltimore, MD, 21224 

 

John Carrier's comments: 

 
I am writing to express my displeasure and opposition with the AA/DEIS 

plan submitted, in particular to geographic area #7, Re. Boston Street project. 

Private Citizens and the city have spent a great deal of effort to clean up the 

harbor area. I find it curious that there is a plan to build along the watershed 

area. Additional building, motor shed, and traffic along the Boston Street 

corridor should be strongly discouraged. Are you aware of the many recent 

fuel and oil spills into the harbor along the Canton Crossing area? Is your 

office in touch with the city’s planning strategies along the harbor? Vehicular 

traffic on and around Boston Street is already at a standstill during peak 

periods (I continue to be amazed that traffic lanes are still underutilized in 

these areas). As a private citizen who lives near and enjoys the harbor (and 

pays dearly for this privilege), I have serious concerns about the plan your 

department is considering. Any change of this magnitude would surely 

undermine the living standard, beauty, and history of the Baltimore harbor. 

Please re-consider planning along the Boston Street area. It is a bad idea and 

will be fought vigorously. Sincerely, John Carrier 1204 S Potomac Street 

Baltimore MD 21224  

 
 

high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information. 

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 
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 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour   

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.  
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Sent: Thu 11/13/2008 2:36 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 
Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Brenda Carter 

Tote-It, Incorporated 

 

P.O. Box  

Baltimore, MD, 21203 

 

Brenda Carter's comments: 

 
I wish to submit that I agree with the comments on the document. 

 
 

This comment on the DEIS does not provide enough information to draft a 
specific response. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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13               MS. ROSE CARTER:  My name is Rose Carter. 
14   R-O-S-E, C-A-R-T-E-R.  I'm from the Boyd Booth 
15   Community.  I'm for the Light Rail. 
16               I have checked out different things about 
17   the system.  I've went to a different state to see how 
18   their system runs.  I think it would be a great 
19   opportunity for Baltimore if we could get a system up 
20   and running that could go from east to west to help us 
21   get from one destination to the other.  Especially 
1   along that area of West Baltimore near the MARC train 
2   station.  You can get downtown, over to Johns Hopkins 
3   and everywhere. 
4               Plus it will help with redevelopment of the 
5   different communities in that area because some of the 
6   communities are really down and out because people have 
7   forgotten about us in that area. 
8               It will be a lot of ways for people to be 
9   able to get jobs or training and everything and help 
10   with the different greenery.  Make the area look so 
11   much better.  So I'm really for the Red Line.  Thank 
12   you. 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancement s to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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Sent: Fri 11/28/2008 8:12 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 
Richard Caserta 

2028 Gough St 

Baltimore, MD, 21231 

 

Richard Caserta's comments: 

 
I think the most sensible option for the Red Line as presented in the public 

hearings brochure is Alternative 4C for light rail. This plan obviously gives 

the most "bang for the buck": having a rail transit line that bew riders people 

will choose to use (as opposed to a bus), while preserving the maximum 

number of parking spaces (as opposed to the insane no-build option and 

ridiculously expensive Alternative 4D. In Southeast Baltimore, it would be 

advantageous to run the LRT on Eastern and Fleet Streets, rather than Boston 

St., in order to maximize local ridership. However, unless the rail line were 

tunneled under Eastern and Fleet until the East Highlandtown rail viaduct, it 

would probably be defeated by the area public. Still, it might be made 

palatable by making Eastern one-way eastbound, making Fleet one-way 

westbound, and building a "no stop vehicle ramp" onto westbound Fleet from 

Eastern on the approach to Highlandtown just after or under the viaduct. The 

LRT would run westbound on the west side of Eastern Avenue, and run 

eastbound on the east side of Fleet Street. Reverse angle parking would be 

installed on the west side of Fleet Street, facing westward; and on the east 

side of Eastern Avenue, facing eastward. All of this would preserve the "two 

way vehicular pattern" among the LRT and cars/trucks and maximize 

visibility to avoid collisions. It would preserve maximal parking closest to 

the Highlandtown business district, even though some parking would be a 

block away on Fleet. 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 

Various alternatives were analyzed in the DEIS to use the Eastern 
Avenue/Fleet Street corridors.  These alternatives were not selected as part 
of the Preferred Alternative due to lack of feasibility or high capital costs.  
Key reasons that the Eastern/Fleet Alternatives were not selected are 
described below:  

Tunnel Option: A tunnel alternative along Eastern Avenue from the 
Downtown area to the Norfolk Southern right-of-way, north of Eastern 
Avenue, was considered.  The costs of this alternative, due to both the 
tunnel and underground stations, would increase the cost of the Red Line by 
$412 million, in year of expenditure dollars.  
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 Eastern-Fleet surface LRT Option: Three surface options were considered in 
the DEIS.  Option one maintained two-way traffic on Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with elimination of all parking on one side of each street.  Light 
rail tracks would be separated with one directional track along Eastern 
Avenue and the other directional track along Fleet Street.  Each of the other 
two surface options created one-way streets on both Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with one lane for traffic, one lane for light rail, and two lanes for 
parking.  Due to the existing street widths, sidewalk widths, and building 
face locations, Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street could not be widened for 
the inclusion of light rail.  All of the surface options were deemed infeasible 
because of the impacts to parking or impacts to roadway capacity and local 
access. Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update for 
additional information. 
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Sent: Fri 12/05/2008 2:23 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Nancy Caudill's comments: 

As a resident and business person in Historic Fell's Point for more than 20 

years, I am delighted to see that our various community groups have been 

able to work together effectively with Councilman Kraft to come up with 

alignment and station location(s) that all can support.  We all know that we 

need improved public transit, but not if it hurts our community, which is why 

any surface alignment is simply not acceptable.   
  

I wholeheartedly agree that a tunnel under Eastern Avenue and/or Fleet 

Street with station entries and exits on Broadway would be best for Fell's 

Point.  For as long as I've been in the neighborhood, we've been trying to 

encourage both residents and visitors to explore  the restaurants and 

shops on Broadway above Fleet and Eastern.  The Red Line can give us 

the economic stimulus that will finally do this!   

  

We know that people are drawn to historic districts.  We know that they're 

drawn to waterfront neighborhoods.  That's a given, and that's what we have 

right now.  And, with the Market Place at Fells Point development, people 

will soon be living, shopping, and dining on Broadway between Aliceanna 

and Fleet.  What the Red Line can do is deliver people at both Fleet and at 

Eastern so that development will continue on up Broadway.   

  

I hope to see a station with entries and exits on both Fleet and Eastern - with 

signage that identifies the southern one leading to the Waterfront and the 

Fell's Point Historic District and the northern one leading to Eastern Avenue 

and Spanish Town.   

  

Since I was not able to attend one of the recent public hearings, I thank you 

for this opportunity to comment via e-mail on the Red Line and the DEIS.   

Nancy Caudill  

The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Fleet Street in the Fell’s 
Point area, with a station at Broadway and Fleet Streets.  The Fleet Street 
station is proposed to include one station entrance at Broadway and Fleet 
Streets.  The comment includes an interest in having two station entries, 
one at Fleet Street and one at Eastern Avenue.  A second station entrance 
on Eastern Avenue would be cost prohibitive.  
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The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 
Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market. The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement.  
 
Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and  
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accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.  

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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Sent: Tue 12/30/2008 1:12 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Sue Chapelle 

6021 Lakeview Road 

Baltimore, MD 21210-1033 

 

 

December 30, 2008 

 

Red Line Comments 

c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St., 9th Fl. 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

I urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit nearby neighborhoods and Baltimore as a whole. 

 

I believe the Red Line is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to attract 

investment to communities, bring jobs and economic activity to Baltimore, 

and improve our quality of life.  

 

I support option 4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with 

cost-effectiveness and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow 

neighborhood streets. 

 

Please move the Red Line forward. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Sue Chapelle 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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1               MR. KENNETH CHRANE:  My first name is 
2   Kenneth, K-E-N-N- 
3               E-T-H, my last name is Chrane, C-H-R-A-N-E. 
4   I would like to tell you that I do support the Red Line 
5   and also want to say that the, as far as the subway I 
6   think it could be extended too and have more lines 
7   added to it because I go to work at Blind Industries 
8   and Services of Maryland, BISM.  And I think it would 
9   be easier if the transportation was extended because 
10   there's going to be a change in taxi access maybe in 
11   January.  And to six miles and only, well, accept 15 
12   dollars, you know, and if they restrict it, I can't use 
13   it like I do now.  So, that's my testimony and I want 
14   to thank you, unless anybody has any questions to ask 
15   me. 
16               And also, we don't have any bus service in 
17   our neighborhood where we live.  They took the 44X off 
18   the bus system in October of '04.  We live near 
19   Huntington Drive and Southern Cross.  So, I'd like to 
20   see the buses put back on so it would make it easier 
21   for us to go where we need to go.  Thank you. 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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Sent: Thu 12/18/2008 9:10 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 
Elizabeth Christman’s comments: 

 
To whom it may concern: 

I recognize the need for improved mass transit in Baltimore and support the Fells 

Point Community Statement calling for a tunnel under that historic community. I 

also recognize the need to limit traffic through our neighborhoods, the result of 

significant business and residential growth along the waterfront, much of which is 

yet to come.  Many of our intersections are failing or near failing now due to this 

growth.  

I do not find a redline alternative that addresses the needs and supports the Canton 

communities.  Many business and political leaders have gotten behind the 4C 

alternative.  While it satisfies the greater Fells Point neighborhood, it does not 

support the people who live in Canton.  Canton is also a historic neighborhood where 

residents have worked hard to make it a vibrant and thriving community;  4C will be 

very detrimental.  4C also violates the Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) of the 

National Trust in that it will not “preserve scenic, aesthetic, historic and 

environmental resources.” I would support 4D as it tunnels under the residential 

areas preserving existing traffic and parking lanes in both Highlandtown and Canton. 

I absolutely cannot support the dedicated surface lanes on Boston Street.  Particularly 

egregious is the arrival of underground transit onto the Boston St. surface either at 

Aliceanna or near the American Can complex. We feel having dedicated mass transit 

lanes on Boston and the portal barriers sacrifices the community in order to serve 

two large mixed use developments at Harbor East/Harbor Point and Canton 

Crossing/Brewers Hill. It will further isolate portions of the community from each 

other making access to the waterfront harder. It violates the state designation of 

Boston St. as a Scenic Byway. While not a designated option, we would support a 

tunnel under Boston St to Haven. 

On the east side, one of the greatest needs is to provide park and ride and transit 

service to people who work in the city and drive in from the east.  It appears that the 

area near Bayview has the greatest potential for providing land for that purpose and 

we feel it is very important to encourage people to access the city from that point.   

Building on the importance of the Bayview area, there was a community sponsored 

alternative not given full review.  I feel this omission violates the NEPA process in 

not looking at all reasonable alternatives equally. Many of our leaders feel it would 

be the best solution, long term, for improving transit on the east side. That alternative 

is only casually mentioned in the Draft EIS plan on page 29: it is a heavy rail 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  The comment specifically mentions Harbor East/Harbor Point and 
Canton Crossing/Brewers Hill.  As with other key activity centers in the Red 
Line corridor, access to these developments will address Purpose and Need 
by providing access to major employment centers. Transit connections to 
MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail were also critical to meeting the 
purpose and need.   

The Boston Street corridor was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it represented the option with the least parking and traffic impacts 
when compared to the other surface options along Eastern Avenue and 

Fleet Street, and was $412 million less in year of expenditure dollars to 
construct than a tunnel under Eastern Avenue.  Ridership projections for the 
option along Boston Street were also comparable to options in the Eastern 
Avenue / Fleet Street corridor.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 
2012 Update for additional information.  
 
There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses. As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use. Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail). The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost. In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210 
million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
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continuation of the subway NE from the Hopkins Medical campus to connect with 

the Amtrak Penn line to Bayview.  We note that its cost effectiveness index is better 

than several of the MTA alternatives retained in the Draft EIS.  With this alternative, 

a shuttle could bring riders to the two newly developing areas along the waterfront.  

It is unfortunate that many political, developer and business leaders seem to be 

steamrolling 4C weeks before all public comment is due.  We want better transit, but 

we want it to support our residents not destroy a significant part of our community.   

 

Sincerely yours,  

Elizabeth Christman 

3212 Toone Street 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information. 

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 
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 LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   

The National Scenic Byways Program is a Federal Highway Administration 
program established to help recognize, preserve and enhance selected 
roads throughout the US.  A portion of Boston Street within the project 
study corridor is part of the Star-Spangled Banner Scenic Byway, a 100+ mile 
byway that provides views of and access to historic resources.  The Red Line 
would not affect the function or designation of the Boston Street route as 
part of the scenic byway. 

The paragraphs below respond to the comment on a community-sponsored 
alternative. This community-sponsored alternative is part of the second 
heavy rail alternative described below. Two alternatives which incorporated 
Heavy Rail were considered in the AA/DEIS for the Red Line.  They were  
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 described in Chapter 2, page 29 of the AA/DEIS.  Each of these alternatives 
were proposed by members of the public.  
 
The first of the two alternatives was a full Heavy Rail Alternative from Social 
Security Administration to Greektown, 14.3 miles.  This alternative was 
estimated to cost $2.383 Billion in 2007 dollars.  The alternative was not 
carried forward through full analysis in the AA/DEIS due to its high capital 
cost as compared to Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives being 
studied.   The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line in the FEIS has a cost of 
$2.575 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  The year-of-expenditure 
dollars are based on a schedule that has the Red Line opening in 2021 and 
escalation occurring at a rate of +3.1% per year.  Escalating the previously 
studied Heavy Rail Alternative capital cost at the same rate that is being 
used for the Preferred Alternative, with a project opening in 2021 and a 
mid-point of construction in the year 2018, yields a year-of-expenditure 
capital cost of $3.334 Billion.  This cost estimate for Heavy Rail is $759 
Million higher than the Preferred Alternative.  This 30% cost differential still 
renders the Heavy Rail Alternative as too costly when compared with the 
Preferred Alternative.  In addition, there are other aspects of this proposed 
Heavy Rail Alternative that could bring into question its feasibility, could 
lead to higher capital costs, and/or create environmental impacts that 
would need to be addressed. These include constructing adjacent to the 
Amtrak Northeast corridor and within Amtrak right-of-way; constructing 
connections with the existing Baltimore Metro and the need to shut down 
Metro service while that construction occurred, likely six to nine months at 
a minimum; additional property takes along Amtrak right-of-way; visual 
impacts of an aerial alignment from Orangeville to Greektown; potential 4(f) 
impacts from being in a tunnel under Leakin Park due to associated 
ventilation or emergency egress that may be required; and viability of an at-
grade alignment along I-70. 
 
The second of the two alternatives was not a full Heavy Rail Alternative, but 
a combination of three modes – Heavy Rail, Light Rail, and Streetcar.  The 
Heavy Rail component extended the existing Metro from Johns Hopkins 
Hospital to the Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center.  From CMS to the 
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western portion of downtown, the Alternative would be light rail similar to 
the Preferred Alternative.  Upon entering downtown, the light rail would be 
in surface to Camden Yards, and then would be in tunnel to the existing 
Charles Center Metro Station.   The third component would be a streetcar 
from Camden Yards, with surface operations along Pratt Street and through 
Harbor East, Fells Point, Canton, Canton Crossing, and Haven Street to the 
Amtrak right-of-way, ending at Edison Highway.  The streetcar alternative 
would run in mixed traffic along the surface.  This Alternative was estimated 
to have a capital cost of $1.8 Billion in 2007 dollars.  Escalated at 3.1% per 
year yields a cost of $2.518 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  This cost 
is comparable to the Preferred Alternative, just as it was similar to the costs 
of the light rail and bus rapid transit alternatives in the AA/DEIS.  The 
reasons this alternative were not studied further in the AA/DEIS are: 
 

 Many east-west trips through the corridor would require transfers 

due to the multiple modes, increasing transit travel time and 

decreasing ridership. 

 All of the streetcar component requires sharing lanes with traffic, 

which degrades both vehicular traffic movements, as well as transit 

travel times, and would reduce ridership.  

 Introducing a new mode, streetcar, requires an additional new 

maintenance facility for streetcars and introduces a new mode of 

transit to Baltimore, which does not improve transit efficiency. 

 

Refer to Section 2.4.2 in the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for additional information. 
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Sent: Thu 11/06/2008 11:04 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 
Gina-Marie Cincinnati 

1208 63rd Street 

Rosedale, MD, 21237 

 

Gina-Marie Cincinnati's comments: 

 
The red line will help citizens have a safer and more economical time 

commuting in and out of the city. It is a much needed addition to Baltimore! 

Raise it above ground, don't dig! 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   
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Sent: Tue 11/04/2008 10:01 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Michael Cirillo 

4705 Erdman Ave. 

Baltimore, MD, 21205 

 

Michael Cirillo's comments: 

 
I am in full support of the RedLine project because it will showcase our city 

as progessive in regards to enviromental concerns,it will help ease our over 

congested roads and highways, reduce the number of traffic 

accidents/casualties, support our efforts to attract more people to the 

city,more conventions, and also create many new jobs for our citizens. 

Baltimore is a great city, but our current public transportation systems 

diminishes its appeal. 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to H Johns 
Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview 
Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 
stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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21               MS. VALERIE CLARKE:  Okay, all right.  Good 
1   morning.  My name is Valerie Clarke and that spelled V, 
2   capital V-A-L-E-R-I-E, capital C-L-A-R-K with an E.  I 
3   reside at 307 Allendale Street.  I am here to testify 
4   on the behalf of the Red Line Corridor saying for 
5   against.  I reside in a community which is called 
6   Edmondson Village which is number 19 in your economical 
7   technical impact.  I am here on behalf of myself, my 
8   family, V.C. Learning Art, which is a non-profit 
9   organization that I have formed, Southwest Better 
10   Community Association, along with other associations. 
11               First, I would like to say thank you for 
12   this public hearing.  Secondly, I will be stating my 
13   research and fact findings from the MTA and the State 
14   of Maryland's economical and technical impact 
15   materials. 
16               First, I'm going to do the west side of 
17   this Red Line.  I'm going to, by me living in Edmondson 
18   Village, this is the main point.  But three 
19   geographical locations along with others, which is 3, 
20   4, and 5, which involves US-40, Franklin Street, 
21   Longwood Street, Edmondson Village residents, the 
1   Baltimore MARC, Mulberry Street, and Martin Luther King 
2   Boulevard.  That's mostly on the west side. 
3   Communities involved would be Edmondson Village, Lower 
4   Edmondson Village, Samtown, Mosher, Harlem Park and 
5   Rosemount. 
6               Now, the Edmondson Village area mostly will 
7   be impacted.  Now, I'm going to break it down in three 
8   categories which you have direct property impact, then 
9   you have the parking and your accessibility.  68% of 
10   homeowners are in the Edmondson Village area.  Now, 
11   back in the early 70's, there was an I-170, which is 
12   called Highway to Nowhere.  971 homes were displaced, 
13   businesses and one school.  Now, in our Edmondson 
14   Village area, we have 68% homeowners, mostly are elders 
15   that have been there for at least 20, 30, 40 years. 
16   32% renters, 8% vacant homes.  The parking will be 

The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.  The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement.  
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17   greatly impacted because it will do more lanes.  The 
18   accessibility will be less property value because you 
19   will have the noise and the access, safety, community 
20   coherence.  Now, most of our elders, like I said, have 
21   been in these homes for 20, 30, 40 years. 
1               We have schools and we also have nearby 
2   businesses that the community rely upon.  Now, this is 
3   the west side and I just broke down for Edmondson 
4   Village, the area where I reside at but then also is 
5   other statistics in that technical book. 
6               Now on the east side of it would be 
7   geographical areas 6, 7, and 8 which is dealing with 
8   Fayette Street, Baltimore, Lombard, Martin Luther King, 
9   Market Place, Central Avenue, Pier 6, Aliceanna, 
10   Eastern Avenue, Fleet, Chester, Boston, Conkling, 
11   Southern, what is it, north of Southern, Canton 
12   Railroad, and Bayview MARC.  That's on the east side. 

Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development. 

The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of some 
parking spaces along the corridor. Under the Preferred Alternative 58 on-
street parking spaces would be eliminated along Edmondson Avenue 
between Cooks lane and Franklintown Road. For those parking spaces that 
remain along Edmondson Avenue, vehicles may be parked 24-hours a day.  
MTA will work with the contactor to develop a plan to minimize the 
temporary loss of parking during construction. Refer to the Traffic and 
Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for additional information.  

Over the years, since the inception of Metro and Light Rail in Baltimore, the 
MTA has contacted local real estate professionals to understand what the 
effect of Metro and Light Rail has been on property values.  The local real 
estate community has consistently responded that there is no way to relate 
any changes in property values to any one specific factor such as transit.  
There is no consistent change in property values around new transit areas.   

MTA completed an assessment of noise and vibration impacts of the 
Preferred Alternative.  The results are provided in the Noise and Vibration 
Technical Report and Chapter 5 of the FEIS. 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   
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 Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications. 

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year   
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During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions.  A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction.   
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 4               MS. PRINCESS CLIFTON:  My name is Princess 
5   Clifton.  P-R-I-N-C-E-S-S, Clifton, C-L-I-F-T-O-N.  I 
6   live at 124 North Monastery Avenue.  I am opposed to 
7   the Red Line.  I am opposed to it being above ground or 
8   underground.  Because it will affect our neighborhoods, 
9   no matter what the Department of Transportation says. 
10   They sent out jargon that you got to be, you have to 
11   have a Ph.D. to understand.  I think that the people 
12   should be made aware of what's going on in their 
13   communities in plain language.  We should have our 
14   elected officials here to speak to us so that they will 
15   know how we feel about this Red Line coming through. 
16               I live on a side street, we don't get no 
17   help on the side street now.  So, if they come up 
18   Edmondson Avenue and it affects the parking, then it's 
19   going to affect the parking on side streets.  The 
20   people on Edmondson Avenue will be looking for ways to 
21   park, they may have to park three, four blocks away 
1   from their house.  That's not fair. 
2               Now, if the city wants to do something to 
3   improve Edmondson Avenue, then improve some of the 
4   boarded-up homes, make the people who have businesses 
5   there improve their businesses, so that it'll make it 
6   better.  But the greenery that was put down Edmondson 
7   Avenue, I understand it cost thousands and thousands of 
8   dollars.  Tax payers pay for that.  We as tax payers 
9   pay for that.  They're just going to strip it up. You 
10   know, I don't understand how the city could be so 
11   wasteful with our money.  That's not fair.  And I am 
12   opposed to it. 
13               I think that they should find another route 
14   to take in order, if they want a tunnel then they 
15   shouldn't be tunneling through Edmondson Avenue because 
16   that's going to affect the houses that are there.  And 
17   like they said, the infrastructure is going to be 
18   shaken, even if it's underground.  So they should find 
19   another way to re-route it.  We have historical 
20   properties and sites here too that we care about.  The 

The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.  The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 
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21   Edmondson Village Shopping Center has been there since 
1   1947.  Don't tear it down, improve it.  Don't put a 
2   rest stop there, improve it.  We have a barbershop on 
3   the corner of Allendale that's historic to a lot of 
4   people here who had their babies and grandbabies' hair 
5   cut there.  You want to take that away if it's a 
6   station?  That's not fair to the business owners.  They 
7   have an investment in this community.  People in the 
8   other communities who are getting tunneling and are for 
9   it, fine.  But this is a way that doesn't bring us 
10   business, it's a way for them to get through our 
11   neighborhood. 
12               They don't want to stop here.  They don't 
13   want to stop here.  They just want to come through, 
14   make it convenient for everybody else.  We have cars. 
15   We have cars and we have no problem with the problem 
16   that we have now.  Most of the people in Edmondson 
17   Village have a way to get around.  A lot of homes have 
18   two and three cars, we worked hard to get them.  We 
19   don't want to have to give up our cars because we don't 
20   have a place to park.  Thank you for your time. 

Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.  

 
The implementation of the Red Line will require the elimination of some 
parking spaces along the corridor. Under the Preferred Alternative 58 on-
street parking spaces would be eliminated along Edmondson Avenue 
between Cooks lane and Franklintown Road. For those parking spaces that 
remain along Edmondson Avenue, vehicles may be parked 24-hours a day.  
MTA will work with the contactor to develop a plan to minimize the 
temporary loss of parking during construction. Refer to the Traffic and 
Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for additional information.    



ID 272:  Coates, James   December 2012 

  

 

 A-467 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

Sent: Wed 11/12/2008 9:44 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

James Coates 

Ayers Saint Gross, Architects and Planners 

 

1040 Hull Street, Suite 100 

Baltimore, MD, 21230 

 

James Coates's comments: 

 
I want to express this line would be extremely useful and convient for 

so many that uses public transportation and may save on pollution in 

the air. 

 
 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, two 
travel lanes in each direction are provided during the peak hour in the peak 
direction along Boston Street between Hudson Street and South Lakewood 
Avenue.  Between South Lakewood Avenue and Clinton Street there are 
currently two travel lanes in each direction at all times.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, there would be one travel lane in each direction at all times for 
the entire length of Boston Street.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways, including: new 
turn restrictions and removing or installing new traffic signals at several 
intersections along the Red Line alignment where the light rail would cross 
high volume side streets. The detailed plans and profiles provided in the 
Volume 2 of the FEIS provide greater design detail. Refer to Chapter 4 of the 
FEIS and the Traffic and Parking Technical Report in Appendix I for 
additional information. 

Without the Red Line, traffic volumes along Boston Street, north of 
Montford Avenue, are projected to increase by approximately 33% by 2035 
and volumes east of Conkling Street are projected to increase by 56% by 
2035. With the Red Line by 2035, traffic volumes along Boston Street are 
projected to increase by 22% north of Montford Avenue and increase by 
25% east of Conkling Street. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Boston Street for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build Condition.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS:   

 Boston Street at Aliceanna Street – From (F) to (B) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Montford Ave – From E to D during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Ellwood Ave – From (A) to (D) during (PM) peak 
hour (Converted from signalized to unsignalized in Build conditions) 

 Boston Street at Clinton Street – From F to E during AM peak hour 

 Boston Street at Old Boston Street – From D (C) to E (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 
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LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Boston Street.  The 
assessment indicated the following changes in LOS: 

 Boston Street at Leakin Street – From F to better F during AM peak 
hour 

 Boston Street at Safeway – From (D) to (A) during (PM) peak hour as 
it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Kenwood Ave – From F (F) to D (D) during AM (PM) 
peak hour as it is converted to a signalized intersection in the Build 
year 

 Boston Street at East Ave – From F to C during AM peak hour as it is 
converted to a signalized intersection in the Build year 

 Boston Street at Bayliss Street – From F to B during AM peak hour  

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses through existing or temporary driveways would be 
provided where possible; however, there may be some instances where 
access cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would 
be arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be 
developed during Final Design to determine maximum number of lanes 
closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic control 
devices, efficient traffic rerouting measures, and scheduling of construction 
activities within the roadways for times other than peak traffic periods.   

Over the years, since the inception of Metro and Light Rail in Baltimore, the 
MTA has contacted local real estate professionals to understand what the 
effect of Metro and Light Rail has been on property values.  The local real 
estate community has consistently responded that there is no way to relate 
any changes in property values to any one specific factor such as transit.  
There is no consistent change in property values around new transit areas. 

Various alternatives were analyzed in the DEIS to use the Eastern 
Avenue/Fleet Street corridors.  These alternatives were not selected as part 
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of the Preferred Alternative due to lack of feasibility or high capital costs.  
Key reasons that the Eastern/Fleet Alternatives were not selected are 
described below: 

Tunnel Option: A tunnel alternative along Eastern Avenue from the 
Downtown area to the Norfolk Southern right-of-way, north of Eastern 
Avenue, was considered.  The costs of this alternative, due to both the 
tunnel and underground stations, would increase the cost of the Red Line by 
$412 million, in year of expenditure dollars.  

Eastern-Fleet surface LRT Option: Three surface options were considered in 
the DEIS.  Option one maintained two-way traffic on Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with elimination of all parking on one side of each street.  Light 
rail tracks would be separated with one directional track along Eastern 
Avenue and the other directional track along Fleet Street.  Each of the other 
two surface options created one-way streets on both Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with one lane for traffic, one lane for light rail, and two lanes for 
parking.  Due to the existing street widths, sidewalk widths, and building 
face locations, Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street could not be widened for 
the inclusion of light rail.  All of the surface options were deemed infeasible 
because of the impacts to parking or impacts to roadway capacity and local 
access. Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update for 
additional information. 
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The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.   The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 
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Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.  
 
The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.   
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18               MS. SANDRA CONNER:  Hello.  My name is 
19   Sandra Conner.  The first name is S-A-N-D-R-A, the last 
20   name is C-O- N-N-E-R.  First of all, I'd like to say 
21   that I strongly agree with the Red Line system. 
1   However, the concern that I have is and my hope is that 
2   we will be able to come up with an alternative that 
3   will satisfy the citizens that are affected or impacted 
4   by this particular process or system that we're 
5   planning. 
6               One of the reasons that I'm really for the 
7   Red Line is because I think that some of the concerns 
8   that the citizens who have been here today to testify 
9   will be, will be solved or satisfied.  I've heard the 
10   comments about safety.  I recently visited the Los 
11   Angeles system and one of the things that they did for 
12   the citizens there was they designed a whole safety 
13   program that was outside of the concept of the initial 
14   planning, the growing pains that they had to go 
15   through.  My hope is that we will allow this system to 
16   go through, first of all, designing and selecting the 
17   best system, the best system being one that is a 
18   win-win for everybody, the state, the government, the 
19   local community people as well. 
20               And then I hope that we will be able to 
21   move forward with developing things like safety 
1   programs, where we educate our children, our seniors, 
2   et cetera, on how to effectively use the system, how to 
3   effectively navigate around it. 
4               I also agree with those who have been here 
5   early to talk about no pain, no gain.  That's really, 
6   really true.  If, in fact, we don't go through 
7   something, we can't realize the benefits.  And some of 
8   the benefits I think that we will realize with this Red 
9   Line is yes, we will hopefully have a system that 
10   people will use to take us from east to west.  Take us 
11   from east to west to go to job opportunities that might 
12   be in between those routes all the way from east to 
13   west. 
14 But also, the benefits are with our 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
The MTA is a signatory of the Baltimore City Red Line Community Compact. 
The MTA considers the Community compact to be a framework of guiding 
principles to be applied to the Red Line project. 
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15   communities.  What I learned in L.A. from the tour 
16   there, is that the neighborhoods benefitted.  They had 
17   people from each of their neighborhoods that were a 
18   part of the Red Line, their line, their line was called 
19   Gold Line, who actively engaged in deciding, first of 
20   all as a community, what do you want? 
21               Our communities need to begin talking 
1   about, okay, like the young lady said before, if the 
2   Red Line goes through, what do I want from my 
3   neighborhood?  What do I want my stations to look like? 
4   Do I not want the trains or buses or whatever come 
5   through my neighborhood?  How do I want my neighborhood 
6   to be beautified?  Do I want a green system or what do 
7   I want that will help my neighborhood be the best 
8   neighborhood that it could be? 
9               I heard someone say earlier about job 
10   opportunities.  We need to get ready to start planning 
11   for job opportunities not only for the Red Line but 
12   just in general.  The Mayor's compactor that she has 
13   community compact I think has some plans already for us 
14   to begin looking at how we engage people for some of 
15   these job opportunities, if, in fact, the Red Line 
16   should come. 
17               It doesn't matter where you live, if you're 
18   on the east-west corridor or east-west track, et 
19   cetera, there is still a job opportunity for you.  If 
20   you don't have the skill sets, we need to start 
21   training people up.  We need to start getting 
1   businesses engaged so that they will be ready for the 
2   Red Line once it does, in fact, come. 
3               I think that it is, indeed, a great system. 
4   I think that we have got to let go of some of the stuff 
5   that we're hearing, that I'm hearing some negative 
6   stuff about people, the scare tactic.  Cause that to me 
7   is just, if I may say the trick of the enemy, when they 
8   let you know that something's going to be bad and 
9   they're not telling you the whole truth. 
10               I believe that we need to get the facts, we 
11   need to study the facts, and then if the facts are 
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12   true, how do we turn the facts around so they benefit 
13   us and us is everybody, whether I live on the Red Line 
14   or a I don't live on the Red Line, which I do live  
15   nearby and I'm also working there.  But if I do or 
16   don't, how do we make this be good for the whole city 
17   of Baltimore?  Within the state as well? 
18               I heard someone say the housing value will 
19   go up.  It will go up because your homes and 
20   neighborhoods will be better for people who want to 
21   move in your neighborhood and your communities.  So I'm 
1   hoping that we'll all look for the positive of this 
2   situation and that we'll move towards it and that we 
3   will be able to come with a good system, long term, 
4   that will benefit everybody. 
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The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  

Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.  The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement. 

Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and  
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accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development.  

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications.   

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 
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 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction.  
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Sent: Sun 11/16/2008 1:56 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Henry Cook 

213 E. Mount Royal Ave, Apt. 2 

Baltimore, MD, 21202 

 

Henry Cook's comments: 

 
After considering the alternatives, I would like to option 4C for the 

Red Line Transit Corridor. I believe that it is vital to improve the 

interconnections between Baltimore's existing public transit options. 

While BRT may be an attractive alternative from a cost perspective, I 

think that drastically fewer people would use it compared to light rail. 

Dedicated rail lines for public transit definitely show a city's 

dedication to public transit - bus lines show that a city is too cheap or 

not important enough to rate rail lines. If Baltimore builds option 4C, it 

will help to cement the re-emergence of Baltimore as a thriving 

population center. Thank you for considering my opinion, I look 

forward to the day when I can ride the Red Line across the city! Henry 

Cook  

 
 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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Sent: Tue 11/11/2008 5:20 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 
 

Grant Corley 

113 N. Ellwood Avenue 

Baltimore, MD 21224-1308 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

I urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit nearby neighborhoods and Baltimore as a whole. 

 

I am writing to support plans for the Red Line. I generally support option 

4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with cost-effectiveness 

and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow neighborhood 

streets. 

 

My one concern with option 4C is the proposal to build the light rail 

along Boston Street in Canton. By moving the line this far south, and 

along the waterfront, wouldn't we be cutting out a large number of 

potential riders? Could we not build the eastern section of the light rail 

closer to Eastern Avenue, as that will allow riders from neighborhoods 

both to the north and the south to have easy access to the line? A line 

further north could also spur revitalization along Eastern Avenue and its 

neighborhoods, and serve lower-income riders who populate these 

neighborhoods and are in need of quality mass transit. 

 

With that caveat, I support moving forward with the light rail. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Grant Corley 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 

Various alternatives were analyzed in the DEIS to use the Eastern 
Avenue/Fleet Street corridors.  These alternatives were not selected as part 
of the Preferred Alternative due to lack of feasibility or high capital costs.  
Key reasons that the Eastern/Fleet Alternatives were not selected are 
described below:  

Tunnel Option: A tunnel alternative along Eastern Avenue from the 
Downtown area to the Norfolk Southern right-of-way, north of Eastern 
Avenue, was considered.  The costs of this alternative, due to both the 
tunnel and underground stations, would increase the cost of the Red Line by 
$412 million, in year of expenditure dollars.  
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 Eastern-Fleet surface LRT Option: Three surface options were considered in 
the DEIS.  Option one maintained two-way traffic on Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with elimination of all parking on one side of each street.  Light 
rail tracks would be separated with one directional track along Eastern 
Avenue and the other directional track along Fleet Street.  Each of the other 
two surface options created one-way streets on both Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with one lane for traffic, one lane for light rail, and two lanes for 
parking.  Due to the existing street widths, sidewalk widths, and building 
face locations, Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street could not be widened for 
the inclusion of light rail.  All of the surface options were deemed infeasible 
because of the impacts to parking or impacts to roadway capacity and local 
access.  Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update for 
additional information. 
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The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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8               MR. JIM CORWIN:  It's Jim Corwin, J-I-M 
9   C-O-R-W-I-N.  I'm a board member of the 1400 Lancaster 
10   Condo Association but I'm here today, not officially 
11   representing the condo association. 
12               I have no objections to any of the 
13   alternatives, except #1, the No-Build Option.  So I'm 
14   completely in favor of the Red Line.  The big issues 
15   are the appearance of the stations and the effect on 
16   the character of the neighborhood.  We're down there in 
17   the Fells Point area. 
18               This is not much about that, I understand. 
19   So I'll address just particularly the alignment 
20   options.  Again, no big issues with any of the 
21   alignments except for those that involve surface 
1   options only.  Particularly through the Eastern- Fleet 
2   Street couplets that are being discussed and what kind 
3   of an impact those surface right-of-ways would have on 
4   traffic flows, and parking, and use of the retail 
5   commercial space and so on. 
6               I understand that you're not here to answer 
7   questions and we had a lot of questions about what 
8   couplets meant.  Would that mean Eastern and Fleet 
9   become one-way streets and so on?  Our concern is if 
10   they do become one-way streets, especially just running 
11   the whole length, say from President's Street out to 
12   Boston Street, those one- way streets are just 
13   devastating to a neighborhood. 
14               If you look at what happened, say on North 
15   Charles Street when that went one-way.  People just fly 
16   through.  They don't see anything.  They don't stop. 
17               So to that end we've actually worked up a 
18   little drawing on a way to have one-way streets, if 
19   need be, but doing some cleaver structuring of those 
20   one-way streets as already exist now on Lancaster 
21   Street.  So in some cases you'll have a two-way street 
1   and then you'll have one-way streets, which kind of 
2   come head-on against each other. 
3               So no one can go flying down a one-way 
4   street.  If they want to keep going, in say in an 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

The Station architecture is presented in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. The final 
architectural design will continue to progress and incorporate input from 
the public as the project moves forward. 

Various alternatives were analyzed in the DEIS to use the Eastern 
Avenue/Fleet Street corridors.  These alternatives were not selected as part 
of the Preferred Alternative due to lack of feasibility or high capital costs.  
Key reasons that the Eastern/Fleet Alternatives were not selected are 
described below:  

Tunnel Option: A tunnel alternative along Eastern Avenue from the 
Downtown area to the Norfolk Southern right-of-way, north of Eastern 
Avenue, was considered.  The costs of this alternative, due to both the  
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5   easterly direction, they have to make a right and then 
6   a left to get onto another street.  That has a traffic 
7   calming effect.  So we've worked out a little sketch on 
8   how that can be done on the Eastern-Fleet couplets. 
9               So if there's no tunnel to be built under 
10   Eastern Avenue, if it has to be on the street, we would 
11   like to submit this as a proposed way of doing that. 
12   And I guess I can just give it to one of the officials 
13   or something. 

 

tunnel and underground stations, would increase the cost of the Red Line by 
$412 million, in year of expenditure dollars. 

Eastern-Fleet surface LRT Option: Three surface options were considered in 
the DEIS.  Option one maintained two-way traffic on Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with elimination of all parking on one side of each street.  Light 
rail tracks would be separated with one directional track along Eastern 
Avenue and the other directional track along Fleet Street.  Each of the other 
two surface options created one-way streets on both Eastern Avenue and 
Fleet Street with one lane for traffic, one lane for light rail, and two lanes for 
parking.  Due to the existing street widths, sidewalk widths, and building 
face locations, Eastern Avenue and Fleet Street could not be widened for 
the inclusion of light rail.  All of the surface options were deemed infeasible 
because of the impacts to parking or impacts to roadway capacity and local 
access. Refer to the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update for 
additional information. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 
 
Alternative 4A was not selected, when compared to the Preferred 
Alternative, primarily because surface transit on Cooks Lane and through 
downtown Baltimore was not determined to be practical.  The major 
reasons why surface was determined impractical along Cooks Lane were 
traffic impacts, slower travel times for transit, and adjacent property 
impacts. The major reasons why surface was determined impractical 
downtown were slower travel times for transit (a 14 minute increase over 
the Preferred Alternative), traffic and parking impacts, and lower projected 
transit ridership.    
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20               MR. CHRISTOPHER COSTELLO:  Yeah.  My first 
21   name is Christopher like in St. Christopher.  My last 
1   name is Costello, like in Abbott and Costello, C-O-S-T- 
2   E-L-L-O.  Need anything else?  Okay. 
3               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Your address. 
4               MR. CHRISTOPHER COSTELLO:  5304 Brabant 
5   Road, Baltimore, Maryland, 21229.  All right.  I wanted 
6   to reiterate that I think a lot of what the gentleman 
7   before me just said is certainly applicable so I won't 
8   go into that.  But I also serve on the Red Line 
9   Citizens Advisory Committee and I went on this tour to 
10   L.A. to look at that and it's obvious that in those 
11   communities that we went, people had many of the same 
12   concerns that we're hearing here but they were at the 
13   point where they were finishing the project. 
14               And at that point, MTA and the State of 
15   California had done a lot to address the concerns and 
16   they were happy with it at that point in time.  But 
17   they told us that they went through a very difficult 
18   process leading up to it. 
19               Just here on the west side it's pretty 
20   obvious we have two very important places that come to 
21   mind.  One is the tunneling under Cooks Lane and then 
1   the absence of tunneling under Edmondson between 
2   Edmondson Village and probably Hilton Parkway.  These 
3   are important issues for the community and if the 
4   community is going to support this, I think that needs 
5   to be addressed.  Now, I personally have a preference 
6   of not tunneling under Cooks Lane.  I would hope that 
7   we could avoid that.  And one suggestion is to run it 
8   down the median of the Beltway between Route 40 and 
9   Security.  Now, I'm sure that somebody else will have 
10   some serious problems about that. 
11               The other alternative would be if you did 
12   that, you certainly wouldn't have the expense of 
13   tunneling under Cooks Lane, and if you were using the 
14   same model for funding or cost you might be able to 
15   then put into the plan tunneling in the Edmondson area. 

Christopher Costello’s comments are located under IDs 282 and 283; the 
responses to his comments are combined below.  

 
The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Cooks Lane. An alignment 
along US Route 40 to Westview was studied but would not serve the major 
activity centers such as the Social Security Administration, Security Square 
Mall, and CMS as directly as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred 
Alternative provides a much quicker transit trip than using aerial structure on I-
695 or an alignment along US 40 between I-695 and Cooks Lane. Also, the 
alignment proposed in this comment would not provide a station at the Social 
Security Administration, a key employer. 
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16   On the east side I know they have other problems and 
17   they are going through much the same process and 
18   apparently they have some good ideas over there. 
19               So I would appreciate you taking the time 
20   to listen to us.  I hope that you listen to it and help 
21   us find the solution that brings everybody together 
1   because a Red Line, if it works and works well, is 
2   going to add a lot to the city's value as a place to 
3   live and a place to invest and we hope that the 
4   transit-oriented development and all that comes with it 
5   will help to improve the city's financial position, 
6   relative to the rest of us, improve our tax base, 
7   reduce our taxes hopefully, increase job opportunities, 
8   and that's what we're all hoping. 
9               And of course if that doesn't come out of 
10   it, then we probably will have an entirely different 
11   situation.  But we honestly believe that it will.  And 
12   because communities where it has been done that has 
13   been the result.  So thank you very much and thank you 
14   very much for listening. 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail). In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  
 
The Cooks Lane tunnel is estimated to cost $158 Million according to the 
Preferred Alternative Cost Estimate. A surface alignment along Cooks Lane 
would cost approximately $20 Million, a savings of $138 Million, if a tunnel 
were not constructed under Cooks Lane. However, tunnel under 
Edmondson Avenue would cost $525 Million to construct.  Refer to Chapter 
2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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Sent: Fri 12/19/2008 2:23 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 
Mark Counselman 

3409 Oakenshaw Place 

Baltimore, MD, 21218 

 

Mark Counselman's comments: 

 
We strongly support the construction of the Red Line and hope that it will be designed 
to best accommodate bicycles and pedestrians.  Transit and bicycling are each 
desirable and sustainable modes of transport, which, properly integrated, can provide 
a synergy which improves the efficacy of both.  We have recommendations in three 
subject areas, stated below and expanded in the following appendices. 
 
Accommodate cyclists on the transit line.  Vehicle design and MTA policy must 
maximize the possibility of bikes on board.  Station design must facilitate bicycle 
access and parking. 
 
Maximize Trail-by-Rail.  The Security Mall to I-70 Park-and-Ride and Boston Street to 
Bayview sections offer the possibility of “Trail-by-Rail”, which would provide functional 
green space and strengthen the regional trail network. 
 
Share the Road.  While tunneling may be the best option in some locations, we 
believe the safest, most vibrant urban streets are those designed to be shared by 
transit, automobiles, bicycles and pedestrians.  In all the alternatives, including the 
apparent local favorite, 4c, a portion of the Red Line will be on streets which are 
currently used by cyclists and included in the network outlined by Baltimore City’s 
Bicycle Master Plan.  Design of these segments must accommodate on-road cycling. 
 
These topics are not new ideas; they are addressed in the Red Line Community 
Compact and have proven successful on transit projects elsewhere.  By designing the 
Red Line to enhance its coexistence with bicycling, the success of both modes can be 
maximized.   
 
Appendix 1:   
Accommodate cyclists on the transit line. 

Bikes on transit:  MTA’s policy to allow bicycles on the Central Light Rail Line should 
extend to the Red Line as well.  Low-floor vehicle design should make boarding with a 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

Accommodate cyclists on transit line: The Red Line will allow bicycles on 
trains and will have accommodations for bicycles at Red Line stations.  

Maximize trail by rail: Trails adjacent or parallel to the Red Line were 
considered during the development of the Preferred Alternative for the FEIS 
but were not included in the definition of the Preferred Alternative due to 
additional capital cost and/or right of way impacts.  

Share the road: The majority of the Preferred Alternative is not surface light 
rail within a roadway. However, in one location where light rail will be 
located in the median, the road will be revised to include a seven foot wide 
bike lane. That location is along Boston Street between Hudson 
Street/Montford Avenue to Eaton Street. 
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bicycle easier.  We understand the goal of using smaller transit vehicles, and hope 
that these vehicles are designed with space to safely and comfortably accommodate 
bicycles.   Bike Parking at Stations:  To encourage biking to transit, safe and 
convenient bicycle access and parking should be central criteria for station design; we 
hope this will lead to stations that are connected to the surrounding neighborhoods.  
Special care should be taken with stations which are near trails or other green space 
to ensure safe, direct, and intuitive connection.   
 
Parking should be provided for repeat riders with lockers or “bikelids”; less frequent 
riders should be accommodated with well designed and placed racks.  The Baltimore 
City Bicycle Master Plan contains information regarding proper bike rack design and 
placement. 
 
Accommodating cyclists on the Red Line is a highly desirable facet of the transit line 
and is addressed in the Red Line Community Compact. 
 
Appendix 2: 
Maximize Trail by Rail. 

A subset of the extremely successful and popular “Rails to Trails” movement is the 
“Rails with Trails” concept in which trails are built alongside existing railroads rather 
than on the roadbed of an abandoned line.  The rail lines along which trails have been 
built range from once-a-week low-speed freight spurs to high-speed, high-volume 
freight, passenger, and transit lines.  Safety is ensured with appropriate levels of 
separation and/or barriers. 
 
Although many of the railside trails are the result of downsized rail operations or 
extensive right of way acquisition that subsequently proved unnecessary, there are 
many examples in the US and other countries where trails were developed as part of 
the design and construction of new rail lines, usually transit.  The development of the 
Atlanta Belt Line is a particularly good example. 
 
A parallel trail can enhance a transit line by providing greater rider potential, right-of-
way visibility and management (therefore security), and maintenance/inspection/law 
enforcement access for the operating agency. 
 
The sections of the proposed Red Line which lend the possibility of Trail-by-Rail are 
at either end.  On the eastern end, the segment from Boston Street to Bayview makes 
use of a right-of-way that once accommodated four tracks, leaving plenty of room for 
a parallel trail, which would connect directly to the Waterfront Promenade Park at 
Boston Street, and potentially to the Herring Run Trail system at Pulaski Highway. 
 
Toward the western end, the segment from Security Square Mall to the I-70 Park-
and-Ride Station also provides the opportunity for a parallel trail.  This would connect 
to the Gwynns Falls Trail at the Park-and-Ride and potentially to Patapsco State Park 
from the mall.  A bicycle/pedestrian crossing of the beltway would be particularly 
valuable. 

The MTA is a signatory of the Baltimore City Red Line Community Compact. 
The MTA considers the Community compact to be a framework of guiding 
principles to be applied to the Red Line project. 
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These additions to the trail systems and green spaces of the city and county would 
considerably enhance the value of the Red Line to the community.  This subject is 
also addressed in the Red Line Community Compact.  The Mayor’s Bicycle Advisory 
Committee and the Rails to Trails Conservancy can provide photographs and other 
details of other trails along rail lines. 
 
Appendix 3 
Share the Road. 

Several sections of the Red Line will make use of surface streets, either in a 
separated right-of-way or in shared traffic lanes.  Bicycling is an existing use of these 
roads, and many are designated as bikeways in the Baltimore City Bicycle Master 
Plan adopted in 2006.  Bicycles are typically accommodated along the parked cars or 
curb in either wide outside lane, a shoulder or a bike lane.  These may have 
pavement markings (“sharrows”) as part of the accommodation.   Adding two lanes of 
transit to the existing street width can severely degrade the bicycle accommodation.  
Since bicyclists will use, and need access to destinations along the Red Line right of 
way, all roadways should be designed to be as safe as possible for cycling.  Where 
space limitation leave less then ideal accommodation for cyclists, alternate parallel 
routes should be established and designated for cycling. 
 
The 2600 through 3600 blocks of Boston Street shown in alternative 4c includes two 
ten-foot motor vehicle lanes and a reserved transit lane in each direction separated 
by a fourteen-foot landscaped median. This configuration does not provide for 
adequate bicycle accommodation.  A narrowed median would still allow for attractive 
landscaping, but provide safer bicycle access via bike lanes or a wider outer lane with 
“sharrow” pavement markings. 
 
On the 2500 block of Franklin Street, a parallel bike route can be established to the 
north on Edmondson Avenue and similar parallel routes may be possible through the 
neighborhoods of Rognel Heights and Hunting Ridge. 
 
The bridge which carries Edmondson Avenue over the Gwynns Falls and the CSX 
Railroad tracks is the only route in this corridor.  The existing bridge does not allow 
sufficient width for the safe, shared use among transit, motor vehicles, bicycles, and 
pedestrians.  We hope that upgrades to this bridge will include adequate facilities for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 
 
Baltimore’s Bicycle Master Plan calls for a soon to be constructed shared use 
sidewalk/bike trail along Martin Luther King Blvd.  We hope that the right of way 
shown in option 4C can be designed to show adequate width for this shared use path 
on the east side of MLK. 
 
Bicycling is an existing and desired use of the surface streets on which the Red Line 
may be constructed.  If the transit line is added, some accommodation or mitigation 
must be made for continued use by bicyclists. 
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The project purpose and need lists goals for a better transit system and 
therefore would help senior citizens and other residents in the corridor. The 
purpose and need is described in Chapter 1 of the FEIS. 
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Sent: Mon 11/03/2008 8:17 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Jessie Cunningham 

316 S Broadway APT B 

Baltimore, MD, 21231 

 

Jessie Cunningham's comments: 

 
To whom it may concern, After looking at all the options for improving 

transit in Fells Point I believe that the Tunnel under Aliceanna St is the best 

alternative. We already have a parking problem, especially on drinking 

nights. As a local who drives I like to be able to park nearby in a semi well lit 

area without having to pay. Thank you for your time and efforts. Sincerely, 

Jessie Cunningham 

 
 

 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative has a tunnel under Fleet Street and not Aliceanna 
Street as a result of more detailed engineering and community input. 
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Sent: Thu 11/06/2008 11:03 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 
Barb Cutko 

513 Orkney Road 

Baltimore, MD 21212-3716 

 

November 6, 2008 

 

Red Line Comments 

c/o MTA Office of Planning 

6 St. Paul St., 9th Fl. 

Baltimore, MD 21202 

 

Dear Red Line Comments: 

 

I urge MTA to move the Red Line forward with coordinated investments that 

benefit nearby neighborhoods and Baltimore as a whole. 

 

I believe the Red Line is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to attract 

investment to communities, bring jobs and economic activity to Baltimore, 

and improve our quality of life.  

 

I support option 4C, which combines the permanence of light rail with 

cost-effectiveness and strategic tunneling to speed trips and avoid narrow 

neighborhood streets. 

 

Please move the Red Line forward. 

As representative of the Transit Riders League to the 2002 Advisory 

Committee for the Baltimore Region Rail System Plan, I am thrilled to see 

the progress being made on the Red Line.  Although we envisioned heavy 

rail, I realize that cost makes it unfeasable.  Option 4C is clearly the 

best choice. 

 

Thank you, 

Barbara Cutko 

 

The Locally Preferred Alternative selected in 2009 by the State of Maryland, 
with input from local governments, most closely resembles Alternative 4C in 
the AA/DEIS.  Alternative 4C in the AA/DEIS was a light rail transit line, with 
tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in 
other portions of the corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  
Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred 
Alternative have been made based upon further environmental analysis, 
engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from 
stakeholders, and the public involvement program.  Some of these 
refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to 
through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the 
highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of 
the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel 
under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over 
I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the 
Bayview Campus.  These refinements along with the decrease from 20 
stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented 
in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the 
Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred 
Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with 
your comments on the need for the Red Line and support for Alternative 4C. 
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11               MR. JOHN CUTONILLI:  John, J-O-H-N. 
12   Cutonilli, C-U-T-O-N-I-L-L-I.  I'd like to state that 
13   the Red Line does not evaluate all the reasonable 
14   alternatives.  Most of the alternatives evaluated in 
15   the DEIS do not meet appropriate cost effective 
16   criteria.  The remaining alternatives are not 
17   acceptable to the community. 
18               I intend on presenting an alternative that 
19   will qualify for federal funding and be acceptable to 
20   the community.  My proposal fits essentially within the 
21   Red Line corridor and uses a combination of highway and 
1   transit modifications to reduce the cost effectiveness 
2   scores of the alternative.  It's equivalent to the C or 
3   D options in the DEIS because it costs significantly 
4   less money. 
5               I guess I'm proposing a combination of 
6   strategies for utilizing the Red Line.  It's going to 
7   be a combination of new highway, utilizing BRT and 
8   Heavy Rail, utilizing existing infrastructure in the 
9   Penn line, highway to nowhere median and the Metro 
10   subway. 
11               Starting on the west side it would use 
12   existing highway on Security Boulevard to the I- 
13               Park and Ride as stated in the DEIS.  The 
14   highway alignment with tunnel under Cooks Lane 
15   utilizing either surface or tunnel under Edmondson 
16   Avenue to the West Baltimore MARC station. 
17               It would then utilize the highway to 
18   nowhere to MLK Boulevard.  The heavy rail would start 
19   around the intersection of Wilkins Avenue and the Penn 
20   line, utilizing the existing Penn line infrastructure 
21   up to West Baltimore MARC.  It would then utilize the 
1   highway to nowhere median and MLK Boulevard.  Tunnel 
2   under MLK and connect to the existing Metro subway 
3   between State Center and Lexington Market.  It would 
4   then utilize existing Metro infrastructure downtown to 
5   the end of the line. 
6               It would then extend the Metro subway to 
7   the existing Penn line and utilize the abandoned 

In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.  

Much of the heavy rail component of the commenter’s proposal is 
described below as the first heavy rail option.  For reasons described below 
this option is infeasible from a capital cost standpoint. The BRT portion of 
the commenter’s alternative would require a very expensive, 45-foot 
diameter tunnel under Cooks Lane and would also require all passengers to 
transfer from BRT to heavy rail, increasing transit travel times and 
decreasing ridership.  
 
Two alternatives which incorporated Heavy Rail were considered in the 
AA/DEIS for the Red Line.  They were described in Chapter 2, page 29 of the 
AA/DEIS.  Each of these alternatives were proposed by members of the 
public.   
 
The first of the two alternatives was a full Heavy Rail Alternative from Social 
Security Administration to Greektown, 14.3 miles.  This alternative was 
estimated to cost $2.383 Billion in 2007 dollars.  The alternative was not 
carried forward through full analysis in the AA/DEIS due to its high capital 
cost as compared to Light Rail and Bus Rapid Transit Alternatives being 
studied.   The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line in the FEIS has a cost of 
$2.575 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  The year-of-expenditure 
dollars are based on a schedule that has the Red Line opening in 2021 and 
escalation occurring at a rate of +3.1% per year.  Escalating the previously 
studied Heavy Rail Alternative capital cost at the same rate that is being 
used for the Preferred Alternative, with a project opening in 2021 and a  
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8   Norfolk/Southern right-of-way.  The highway tunnel 
9   under Cooks Lane would consist of a three-lane highway 
10   in a double-decker configuration.  I've estimated a 
11   45-foot diameter and a 49-foot outside diameter should 
12   meet the federal highway standard clearances and should 
13   remain within the existing limits of the tunnel. 
14               It should have financial benefits because 
15   the cross-sectional area is two and a half times larger 
16   than the twin 22-foot outside diameter tunnels 
17   calculated in the DEIS.  But they have three times the 
18   carrying capacity. 
19               Let's see, what else do I need to say.  I 
20   guess that's it.  I want to submit a hard copy. 

 

mid-point of construction in the year 2018, yields a year-of-expenditure 
capital cost of $3.334 Billion.  This cost estimate for Heavy Rail is $759 
Million higher than the Preferred Alternative.  This 30% cost differential still 
renders the Heavy Rail Alternative as too costly when compared with the 
Preferred Alternative.  In addition, there are other aspects of this proposed 
Heavy Rail Alternative that could bring into question its feasibility, could 
lead to higher capital costs, and/or create environmental impacts that 
would need to be addressed. These include constructing adjacent to the 
Amtrak Northeast corridor and within Amtrak right-of-way; constructing 
connections with the existing Baltimore Metro and the need to shut down 
Metro service while that construction occurred, likely six to nine months at 
a minimum; additional property takes along Amtrak right-of-way; visual 
impacts of an aerial alignment from Orangeville to Greektown; potential 4(f) 
impacts from being in a tunnel under Leakin Park due to associated 
ventilation or emergency egress that may be required; and viability of an at-
grade alignment along I-70. 
 
The second of the two alternatives was not a full Heavy Rail Alternative, but 
a combination of three modes – Heavy Rail, Light Rail, and Streetcar.  The 
Heavy Rail component extended the existing Metro from Johns Hopkins 
Hospital to the Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center.  From CMS to the 
western portion of downtown, the Alternative would be light rail similar to 
the Preferred Alternative.  Upon entering downtown, the light rail would be 
in surface to Camden Yards, and then would be in tunnel to the existing 
Charles Center Metro Station.   The third component would be a streetcar 
from Camden Yards, with surface operations along Pratt Street and through 
Harbor East, Fells Point, Canton, Canton Crossing, and Haven Street to the 
Amtrak right-of-way, ending at Edison Highway.  The streetcar alternative 
would run in mixed traffic along the surface.  This Alternative was estimated 
to have a capital cost of $1.8 Billion in 2007 dollars.  Escalated at 3.1% per 
year yields a cost of $2.518 Billion in year-of-expenditure dollars.  This cost 
is comparable to the Preferred Alternative, just as it was similar to the costs 
of the light rail and bus rapid transit alternatives in the AA/DEIS.  The 
reasons this alternative were not studied further in the AA/DEIS are: 
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 Many east-west trips through the corridor would require transfers 

due to the multiple modes, increasing transit travel time and 

decreasing ridership. 

 All of the streetcar component requires sharing lanes with traffic, 

which degrades both vehicular traffic movements, as well as transit 

travel times, and would reduce ridership.  

 Introducing a new mode, streetcar, requires an additional new 

maintenance facility for streetcars and introduces a new mode of 

transit to Baltimore, which does not improve transit efficiency. 

 

Refer to Section 2.4.2 in the Alternatives Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for additional information. 
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The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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Johnston Square is not directly within the Red Line Corridor, but 
connections can be made to the Red Line via the MTA bus system, including 
the #13 Line. 

The Red Line will allow the use of personal computer technology on trains 
and in stations. 

The fares for the Red Line are intended to be consistent with the overall 
MTA fare structure in place as of the project opening. 

Environmental sustainability is being taken into consideration under project 
design and sustainable practices will be implemented where feasible. 
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The MTA is constantly assessing its bus service in order to make 
improvements where needed.  The Transportation Systems Management 
Alternative in the AA/DEIS included enhanced bus service, but this 
alternative was not selected because it did not meet the project purpose 
and need. Bus rapid transit alternatives were also considered but were not 
selected because they had a lower cost effectiveness rating, slower transit 
travel times, and lower ridership than the light rail alternatives. 
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Sent: Fri 10/24/2008 2:19 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
JOHN DAVIS 

3831 CHERRYBROOK R0AD 

RANDALLSTOWN, MD, 21133 

 

JOHN DAVIS's comments: 

 
THE BUS & THE TRAINS NEED TO RUN ON TIME!!!!!. 

 

The Red Line will be scheduled for a high on-time performance percentage. 
This comment may be directed towards MTA operations in general. If so, it 
is not a Red Line specific comment. 
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20               MR. THOMAS STUART DAVIS:  Okay.  My first 
21   name is Thomas, my middle name is Stuart, and my last 
1   name is Davis.  S-T-U-A-R-T, D-A-V-I-S.  The first name 
2   is Thomas.  And my address? 
3               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  Yes, your address, 
4   please. 
5               MR. THOMAS STUART DAVIS:  608 Nottingham 
6   Road, Baltimore, Maryland, 21229. 
7               MS. TRANNEL GUTHREY:  You can begin. 
8               MR. THOMAS STUART DAVIS:  I am a resident 
9   of the Hunting Ridge Community located in west 
10   Baltimore.  I am writing this letter to indicate my 
11   opposition to two main elements of the Red Line transit 
12   rapid system that is being proposed for this West 
13   Baltimore neighborhood. 
14               First, I oppose the Red Line being run 
15   above ground on Edmondson Avenue, US Route 40 West. 
16   Second, I oppose the Red Line being routed down Cooks 
17   Lane.  Regardless of whether this route is above ground 
18   or below ground. 
19               Why I am opposed to an above ground transit 
20   line on Edmondson Avenue.  The MTA's proposal for an 
21   above ground Red Line or possibly a bus-rapid line on 
1   Edmondson Avenue from Cooks Lane to Hilton Street.  The 
2   above ground Red Line would make it impossible for 
3   vehicle traffic to make left hand turns from Edmondson 
4   Avenue onto side streets, except at designated traffic 
5   light intersections. 
6               There is also the possibility that traffic 
7   approaching Edmondson Avenue from side streets will 
8   only be able to make left hand turns onto Edmondson 
9   Avenue from these same designated intersections.  These 
10   traffic changes will require many drivers to travel out 
11   of their way in order to reach their destinations along 
12   the Edmondson Avenue corridor.  This will increase the 
13   traffic congestion and may encourage drivers to use 
14   neighborhood side streets, which will themselves become 
15   congested. 
16               I also wonder what type of impact this will 

Thomas Stuart Davis’ comments are located under IDs 293 and 294; the 
responses to his comments are combined below.  
 
The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 

Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications. 

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to  
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17   have on pedestrian traffic.  Will pedestrians be able  
18   to cross Edmondson Avenue at any intersection as they 
19   can today?  Has the MTA taken into consideration the 
20   type of burden this will take on some of our senior 
21   citizens who depend on walking to get to their 
1   destinations?  Are we asking them to walk two to three 
2   blocks further just to cross the street? 
3               There is a lot of teenagers and child 
4   pedestrians that walk to different schools, the Enoch 
5   Pratt Library, different churches, and they walk to 
6   many homes along the Edmondson Avenue corridor.  The 
7   convenience and safety of child and adult pedestrian 
8   alike is at issue.  I always said that you can tell 
9   what type of society you live in just based on how the 
10   society treats its young and old. 
11               My next question pertains to whether the 
12   Red Line system on Edmondson Avenue be built as an 
13   above ground light rail system or bus rapid transit 
14   system.  The lower part of Edmondson Avenue is narrower 
15   than the upper part of Edmondson Avenue.  There is a 
16   strong possibility that part or some of the Edmondson 
17   Avenue homeowner's property will be taken.  Or maybe 
18   all of their property will be taken. 
19               I support the improvement of public 
20   transportation systems in Baltimore City.  However, an 
21   above ground Red Line transit line on Edmondson Avenue 
1   is unacceptable. 
Basically 
10   speaking, like I said earlier, I am against it on 
11   Edmondson Avenue as well as Cooks Lane.  I never 
12   understood why they wanted to run it down Cooks Lane, 
13   especially when you consider the fact that you have a 
14   lot of businesses along the Route 40 corridor that will 
15   profit from increased ridership.  Most people who will 
16   want to ride the Red Line probably would not want to go 
17   down Cooks Lane.  There's no businesses along Cooks 
18   Lane.  So why not take it out Route 40? 

current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median.  
 
Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS: 

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year 
 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction.  
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The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Edmonson Avenue.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals 
with indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will 
provide adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of 
Edmondson Avenue.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the 
center of Edmondson Avenue for increased safety.  

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line. Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These 
partial property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership 
of the current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in 
Appendix K of the FEIS.   
 
The Cooks Lane alignment was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
to most directly serve major activity centers such as the Social Security 
Administration, Security Square Mall, and CMS. A tunnel was selected for 
Cooks Lane to minimize impacts that would have occurred with surface 
alternatives on Cooks Lane.  The major reasons why surface was determined 
impractical along Cooks Lane were traffic impacts, slower travel times for 
transit, and adjacent property impacts. 
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15               MS. VERONICA DAVIS:  Sure, thank you.  My 
16   name is Veronica Davis.  That's V-E-R-O-N-I-C-A, last 
17   name Davis, D-A-V-I-S.  I'm at 4636 Rokeby Road.  I've 
18   looked at our alternatives for the Red Line and I would 
19   like to say that I am truly in support of change for 
20   Baltimore and I think this is going to be one of the 
21   progressive and most needed changes that we face as a 
1   community.  However, what I see that's lacking and that 
2   really concerns me is really the impact on safety for 
3   our community.  We've got so many schools that are in 
4   close proximity to this Red Line proposal of the 
5   routes.  We also have a lot of elderly and just people 
6   in our neighborhood that are, like some people have 
7   already said, need the most help.  And I don't see 
8   where safety has been enough of our concern.  I'd just 
9   like for my remarks to show that I think that needs to 
10   be considered as an impact when we're making our 
11   choices on which option is the best option.  Thank you. 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 

The Red Line project would include designated pedestrian crossings along 
Edmonson Avenue.  The ADA-compliant crosswalks will have traffic signals 
with indications for safe pedestrian movements. The traffic signals will 
provide adequate time for pedestrians to walk across the entire width of 
Edmondson Avenue.  Pedestrian refuge medians would be provided in the 
center of Edmondson Avenue for increased safety.   
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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Sent: Tue 11/25/2008 3:30 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 
Joseph Di Mattina 

129 N Ellwood Ave 

Baltimore, MD, 21224 

 

Joseph Di Mattina's comments: 

 
I moved to Baltimore four years ago from New York and have been amazed at the 

lack of accessible public transit ever since. My wife and I went from a no car family 

to a two car family out of necessity, not desire, and the apparent lack of Federal and 

State efforts to build on the transit in this city has led us to consider moving to a 

more transit friendly area of the country such as Washington, D.C. The emphasis on 

cars in this city has led to many growing pain issues, especially in the Southeast 

District, where both my wife and I must fight for parking on a nightly basis. I live 

two miles from downtown, but am virtually never there because of parking and poor 

public transit issues, so I either shop at places I can walk to, or outside the city at 

shopping plazas that have parking lots or garages. The city is losing many potential 

shoppers in the downtown and waterfront districts due to a lack of efficient public 

transit, and it's equating to millions in lost revue for the retailers at those locations. 

As for the type of transit option to chose for this transit line, I would like to point out 

that while the initial cost of a light rail system may be higher than that of a Rapid 

Bus Transit system, the number of weekly patrons is higher for light rail while the 

yearly operating cost is less, and the time per trip is substantially less. So in a 

number of years the city can recoup the construction costs (especially since the 

Federal Government foots most of the construction bill) and serve the most 

number of people, most efficiently and for the least amount of money. Also, the 

environmental savings of having a transit system that runs off of electricity rather 

than fuels that can fluctuate in price and availability make the Light Rail option the 

sensible option for this transit line. I truly look forward to this transit line and you 

can count me as one of the weekly riders when this project is completed. Thanks, Joe  

 
 

 

Joseph Di Mattina’s comments are located under IDs 298 and 299; the 
responses to his comments are combined below.  
 
The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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Sent: Thu 12/18/2008 11:37 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: Red Line Comments 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

I moved to Baltimore from New York over six years ago and my wife and 

I went from a no-car-family to a two car family in less than two 

months. We initially tried living in the Mt Vernon area and relying on 

the single line metro system and single line light rail system to 

navigate the city, but quickly found out that it was a lost cause. 

 

The amount of this city that you CAN'T get to via reliable rail 

transit (buses are traffic dependent and rarely on time) is amazing, 

and we've never lived in a more isolated city prior to moving to 

Baltimore (we also lived in Boston and outside of Philadelphia). A 

reliable east-west transit system is not something that should be up 

for debate in a city where people from the east side can count on 

their hand how many times they have been downtown, or on the west side 

this year because of poor public transit options to get to those 

locations. 

 

Please don't let a few vocal opponents squash a transit system that 

will bring workers to their jobs, and job opportunities to people that 

don't have or want cars, but can't afford to live downtown. A good 

portion of the city is relying on this development, and stopping the 

build would let down many more people than those "hurt" by the 

creation of this light rail system. 

 

Thanks, 

Joe Di Mattina 

129 N Ellwood Ave 
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Mike Dickson’s comments are located under IDs 300 and 301; the 
responses to his comments are combined below.  

 
In selecting the Preferred Alternative there were many critical 
considerations including quality of transit service, projected transit 
ridership, cost-effectiveness, land use/transportation integration, economic 
development potential, environmental impacts, impacts to communities, 
and public and stakeholder input.  To meet the project’s purpose and need, 
it was important to connect people with key activity centers such as the 
Social Security Administration, University of Maryland downtown, Central 
Business District, Harbor East, and Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center 
Campus.  Transit connections to MARC and existing Metro and Light Rail 
were also critical to meeting the purpose and need.   

The BRT alternatives, including Alternative 3E, were not selected as the 
Preferred Alternative because they had overall lower ratings in cost-
effectiveness than the light rail alternatives. Additionally, there was very 
minimal support from the public for any of the BRT alternatives. 

The alignment on Rolling Road between Rolling Bend Road and US 40 was 
considered as a BRT only alignment during the preliminary screening of 
alternatives. This alignment was considered as an alternative route between 
US 40 and Security Boulevard. This alignment was eliminated from further 
study because it was longer and more circuitous, resulting in longer travel 
times than other alignments. Additionally, the Rolling Road alignment would 
not serve the Social Security Administration, a major employer within the 
project area. 

The Transportation Systems Management Alternative in the AA/DEIS 
included enhanced bus service, but this alternative was not selected 
because it did not meet the project purpose and need. Bus rapid transit 
alternatives were also considered but were not selected because they had a 
lower cost effectiveness rating, slower transit travel times, and lower 
ridership than the light rail alternatives. 
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The Cooks Lane alignment was selected as part of the Preferred Alternative 
because it most directly serves major activity centers such as the Social 
Security Administration, Security Square Mall, and CMS. A tunnel was 
selected for Cooks Lane to minimize impacts that would have occurred with 
surface alternatives on Cooks Lane. 
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The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail).  In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 
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The No-Build Alternative represents the future conditions of transportation 
facilities and services in 2035 if the Red Line is not built. The No-Build 
Alternative integrates forecasted transit service levels, highway networks 
and traffic volumes, and demographics for the year 2035 for projects 
identified in the 2011 Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s 
Constrained Long Range Plan (CLRP), Plan It 2035. The CLRP consists of the 
existing highway and transit network as well as planned and programmed 
(committed) transportation improvements. The No-Build Alternative 
represents a continued investment in regional and local transportation 
projects, but does not address the purpose and need of reducing travel 
times, increasing transit accessibility, providing transportation choices for 
east-west commuting, or supporting community revitalization and economic 
development opportunities.  
 
Under the No-Build Alternative, existing and future populations along the 
study corridor would continue to be served by the local bus system, with 
only planned and programmed transit improvements. Congestion on the 
roadways and highways would continue to negatively impact the reliability 
of travel by automobile and bus. The No-Build Alternative end-to-end transit 
travel time in 2035 is projected to be 79 minutes, whereas The Preferred 
Alternative would operate with an end-to-end transit travel time of 45 
minutes, nearly half the travel time of the No-Build Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative would improve the quality of east-west transit 
service along the project study corridor by providing frequent and reliable 
service. Light rail traveling in a dedicated right-of-way would not be subject 
to congested roadway conditions, resulting in dependable, on-time service. 
The Preferred Alternative would provide park-and-ride facilities and feeder 
bus service to enhance access to the rail transit service and expanding the 
ridership market.  The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition 
of real property that would result in an involuntary residential 
displacement.  
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 Chapter 7 of the FEIS compares the No-Build Alternative with the Preferred 
Alternative while providing detailed information on transit efficiency and 
accessibility, transportation choices, system wide transit connections, and 
community revitalization and economic development. 

The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures.   Vehicles, 
station platforms, and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras 
for observation and enforcement.  Project design will also incorporate 
features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The MTA police force 
will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 
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Sent: Sun 12/21/2008 9:03 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Kevin Drennan 

509 South Chapel St 

Baltimore, MD, 21231 

 

Kevin Drennan's comments: 

 
I think the Red Line is a great idea. I currently live in Fells Point and 

grew up in the Hunting Ridge neighborhood in West Baltimore so I am 

pretty fimiliar with the areas this line will cover. I think the line should 

be underground as much as possible, especially in the Fells 

Point/Canton area.  

 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends. The Preferred Alternative 
is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown Baltimore and Cooks 
Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the corridor, and a limited 
amount of aerial structure. Since 2009, refinements and enhancements to 
the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been made based upon further 
environmental analysis, engineering, cost estimating, geotechnical 
investigation, input from stakeholders, and the public involvement program. 
Some of these refinements include new alignment along Security Boulevard 
as opposed to through the Security Square Mall property, alignment along I-
70 and the highway ramp from I-70 westbound to I-695 northbound, slight 
extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, new alignment along Franklintown 
Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, new aerial from Norfolk Southern 
right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins Bayview Medical Center, and new 
alignment on the Bayview Campus. These refinements along with the 
decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, have resulted in the Preferred 
Alternative presented in the FEIS. A description of the Preferred Alternative 
can be found in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. An evaluation of the Alternatives 
which led to the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. 
The Preferred Alternative meets the project purpose and need and also is 
consistent with your comments on the need for the Red Line Build 
Alternative. 
 
The Preferred Alternative does include a tunnel in the Fells Point area, 
under Fleet Street and into the Canton area until the alignment reaches 
Boston Street at Hudson Street. 
 

There is adequate right-of-way available to construct light rail in the median 
without the need to purchase or relocate any residential homes or 
businesses. As such, an underground alternative is not needed to preserve 
adjacent land use. Also, the impact assessments for resources along Boston 
Street indicate that a surface alternative is feasible in this area of the project 
(see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update 
for more detail). The major reason that a tunnel alignment was not pursued 
along Boston Street was cost. In order to design and construct that portion 
of the project underground, the cost of the project would increase by $210  
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million, in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to the Alternatives Technical 
Report – 2012 Update for additional information. 
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Building the Red Line transit system would require that changes be made to 
a number of roadways along the Red Line alignment corridor. Currently, on 
Edmondson Avenue, three lanes are provided during the peak hour in the 
peak direction.  Under the Preferred Alternative the three available lanes 
would be reduced to two lanes in each direction to accommodate the Red 
Line in the median.   

Street patterns may be modified in a number of other ways including: new 
turn restrictions, removing signals, closing some median openings, and 
installing new traffic signals at several intersections along the Red Line 
alignment where the light rail would cross the roadway. The plans and 
profiles provided in Volume II of the FEIS provide greater detail on these 
roadway modifications. 

Traffic volumes along Edmondson Avenue, without the Red Line, are 
projected to increase by approximately 18% by 2035. With the Red Line, 
traffic volumes are expected to remain relatively unchanged compared to 
current conditions, due to the reduction in lanes and capacity to 
accommodate the Red Line in the median. 

Levels of Service (LOS) were evaluated at signalized intersections along 
Edmondson Avenue for both the 2035 No-Build and the 2035 Build 
Condition.  The assessment indicates the following changes in LOS:   

 Edmondson Ave. at Winans Way – From (A) to (C) during (PM) peak 
hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Swann Ave. – From D (D) to C (E) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Edmondson Shopping Center – From A (A) to B 
(C) during AM (PM) peak hour (Converted from signalized to 
unsignalized intersection in Build conditions) 

 Edmondson Ave. at Wildwood Pkwy – From B (B) to D (D) during AM 
(PM) peak hour 

 Edmondson Ave. at Allendale Street – From A to C during AM peak 
hour 
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 Edmondson Ave. at Hilton Street – From A to D during AM peak 
hour  

LOS was evaluated at unsignalized intersections along Edmondson Avenue.  
The assessment indicated the following change in LOS: 

 US 40 (Edmondson Ave.) at Denison St. – From F (F) to A (B) during 
AM (PM) peak hour as it is converted to signalized intersection in 
Build year 

During construction, impacts to the public would be minimized through the 
implementation of Traffic and Transportation Management Plans.  Access to 
local businesses would be provided where possible with existing or 
temporary driveways; however, there may be some instances where access 
cannot be maintained.  In these cases, other accommodations would be 
arranged with the property owner.  Specific mitigation would be developed 
during Final Design to determine the maximum number of lanes which may 
be closed during peak traffic hours, maintenance and removal of traffic 
control devices, efficient traffic detours, and construction schedule 
restrictions. A detailed outreach plan will be developed prior to 
construction.  

The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures.   Vehicles, 
station platforms, and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras 
for observation and enforcement.  Project design will also incorporate 
features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The MTA police force 
will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 

The Preferred Alternative will not require any acquisition of real property 
that would result in an involuntary residential displacement.  The majority 
of the Red Line would be constructed within the public right-of-way; 
however, there are areas where the Red Line would require additional 
property. There will be the need to acquire “sliver takes” or narrow strips of 
property from some residential properties adjacent to and along the Red 
Line.  
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Just compensation will be paid for all land that is acquired. These partial 
property acquisitions will leave the majority of land in the ownership of the 
current proprietor. A listing of property acquisitions is included in Appendix 
K of the FEIS.   
 
The Red Line is currently proposed to be funded by Federal transportation 
funds through the Federal Transit Administration New Starts Program and 
State of Maryland funds through the Consolidated Transportation Trust 
Fund.  The State Transportation Trust Fund is a fund where Maryland 
transportation revenues (motor vehicle revenues, transit fares, airport fees, 
port fees, and other transportation revenues) are consolidated and used for 
highway, transit, port, airport, and other transportation operating and 
capital expenses.  Taxes and fees in the Trust Fund are not based on any 
single project, but on the entire statewide transportation program. 
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To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
Teresa Duggan’s comments: 

While I think it's critical to have better east-west public 

transportation across Baltimore, I strongly feel that it would be better 

to try to improve the broken systems we already have in place - 

especially the bus system - and make this a part of it. Otherwise you're 

spending way too much money on yet another half-baked plan that isn't a 

part of anything bigger. Something so expensive would also ensure that 

the terrible bus system that I use every day will not be able to 

improve. I also feel that Baltimore planners need to look at the whole 

city as having people who need to travel around, not just a few big 

institutions like Johns Hopkins or Security Square. Thank you. 

 
 

The MTA places its first priority on the quality and delivery of its existing 
transit services; bus Metro, light rail, MARC, and paratransit. The 
development of the Red Line will not compromise existing operations. 

Efficient transportation is a key factor contributing to the economic well-
being and vitality of a region.  While transportation infrastructure can have 
high capital costs, there are benefits in terms of access to jobs and meeting 
all forms of trip purposes such as education, access to health services, 
recreation, and commercial. For example, 7,500 businesses are located in 
the project study corridor that would be accessible by the Red Line. 



ID 307:  Dumler, Patricia   December 2012 

  

 

 A-524 Red Line FEIS – Appendix: A. Responses to AA/DEIS Comments 

1               MS. PATRICIA DUMLER:  Patricia, 
2   P-A-T-R-I-C-I-A, Dumler, D-U-M-L-E-R.  I live at 2001 
3   Hillcrest Road here in Woodlawn.  I am a member of the 
4   Greystone Community Association but my comments do not 
5   reflect the opinion of the Greystone Community 
6   Association at this time. 
7               I wanted to let you all know that I am in 
8   favor of the maximal tunnel option.  I do have 
9   concerns, I travel Cooks Lane every day to work 
10   downtown at Johns Hopkins and I have concerns about 
11   increasing bus or any kind of rail surface traffic 
12   along that route. 
13               Other concerns that I have are for the 
14   aesthetics of the community.  I think having more 
15   above-ground commuting options would create a problem 
16   with the aesthetics of the community.  We need more 
17   open green space. 
18               Also, another concern of mine is with 
19   crime.  While increased crime due to commuting options 
20   is not a reason not to have them, I am concerned that 
21   this will not addressed and would like to know what you 
1   all are going to do to address it.  As evidenced over 
2   the past couple of years, we hear in the local news 
3   that there are issues with crime coming to commuting 
4   parking areas.  And this concerns me for this 
5   community.  Thank you. 

The Preferred Alternative includes a tunnel under Cooks Lane. 

The Preferred Alternative is located on the surface (at-grade), generally 
within the median of Edmondson Avenue between the Cooks Lane Tunnel 
portal and the West Baltimore MARC station.  There is adequate right-of-
way available to construct light rail in the median without the need to 
purchase or relocate any residential homes.  As such, an underground 
alternative is not needed to preserve adjacent land use.  Also, the impact 
assessments for resources along Edmondson Avenue indicate that a surface 
alternative is feasible in this area of the project (see the FEIS, Chapter 2 and 
the Alternative Technical Report – 2012 Update for more detail). In the 
AA/DEIS, tunnel alignments were studied under Edmondson Avenue/ 
Franklin Street between Cooks Lane and Calverton Road. The major reason 
that a tunnel alignment was not pursued was cost.  In order to design and 
construct that portion of the project underground, the cost of the project 
would increase by $525 million in year of expenditure dollars. Refer to 
Chapter 2 of the FEIS for additional information. 

The Red Line is being designed with safety and security measures.   Vehicles, 
station platforms, and parking lots will include closed circuit video cameras 
for observation and enforcement.  Project design will also incorporate 
features to optimize sight lines for enhanced security. The MTA police force 
will patrol light rail vehicles, stations, and other project infrastructure. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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The No-Build Alternative is considered in the FEIS, but was not selected 
because it does not meet the purpose and need. The evaluation of the No-
Build Alternative is summarized in Chapter 7 of the FEIS. Refer to Chapter 9, 
Section 9.3, which provides responses to common themes in the comments 
received. 
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Sent: Wed 12/03/2008 10:36 AM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Christian Dunn 

2026 E. Pratt Street 

Baltimore, MD, 21231 

 

Christian Dunn's comments: 

 
The redline is sorely needed. It will connect existing mass transit to create a 

fuller system. With the reknewed interest in city living and high enegry 

prices a clean attractive rail line will benefit all classes in Baltimore. Many 

two car families in the city would like to give up a car, but can't because 

busses are preceived as dangerous and inefficient. and the poor network of 

rail mass transit does not serve the city well. The redline is sorely needed. It 

will also take Baltimore to the next step towards becoming a world class city. 

Thank You!  

 

The Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS improves transit in the 
Baltimore Region, as your comment recommends.  The Preferred 
Alternative is a light rail transit line, with tunnels under downtown 
Baltimore and Cooks Lane, primarily surface in other portions of the 
corridor, and a limited amount of aerial structure.  Since 2009, refinements 
and enhancements to the 2009 Locally Preferred Alternative have been 
made based upon further environmental analysis, engineering, cost 
estimating, geotechnical investigation, input from stakeholders, and the 
public involvement program.  Some of these refinements include new 
alignment along Security Boulevard as opposed to through the Security 
Square Mall property, alignment along I-70 and the highway ramp from I-70 
westbound to I-695 northbound, slight extension of the Cooks Lane tunnel, 
new alignment along Franklintown Road, tunnel under Fremont Avenue, 
new aerial from Norfolk Southern right-of-way over I-895 to Johns Hopkins 
Bayview Medical Center, and new alignment on the Bayview Campus.  
These refinements along with the decrease from 20 stations to 19 stations, 
have resulted in the Preferred Alternative presented in the FEIS. A 
description of the Preferred Alternative can be found in Chapter 2 of the 
FEIS.  An evaluation of the Alternatives which led to the Preferred 
Alternative can be found in Chapter 7 of the FEIS.  The Preferred Alternative 
meets the project purpose and need and also is consistent with your 
comments on the need for the Red Line Build Alternative. 
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Sent: Tue 12/30/2008 2:55 PM 

To: MTA Red Line 

Subject: DEIS COMMENT 

Baltimore Red Line Official AA/DEIS Comment 

 

 
 

Danielle Dutreix-Moomau 

1537 Aliceanna Street 

Baltimore, MD, 21231 

 

Danielle Dutreix-Moomau's comments: 

 
1. Improved public transit is a good thing, but not if it hurts our communities. 

2. A surface alignment would not be acceptable to Historic Fell’s Point as it 

would destroy the character of the community, it would negatively impact 

our already difficult parking situation, and it would cause increased traffic 

congestion, road travel times, and intersection failures. 3. A tunnel under 

Aliceanna Street would not be acceptable as it would be in the middle of the 

historic district, would be intrusive in a residential area, and would likely 

have flood plain issues. Also, a station on Alicecanna would not be the best 

option for encouraging development in the area. 4. Instead, a tunnel under 

Fleet Street or Eastern Avenue, with a station at Broadway, would be best for 

Historic Fellâ€™s Point. A station on Fleet or Eastern at Broadway would be 

a gateway to the community and there is a greater need for transit oriented 

development along Fleet or Eastern than along Aliceanna. 5. We are pleased 

that the GBC, the CMTA, and the City have all endorsed a Red Line 

alternative that includes LRT in a tunnel under Fell’s Point, but we must be 

assured that the tunnel will run under either Fleet Street or Eastern Avenue, 

and not under Aliceanna St.  

 

The Preferred Alternative for the Red Line now includes a tunnel through 
Fells Point under Fleet Street not Aliceanna Street with a station located at 
Fleet Street and Central Avenue. With the decision to have a portal at 
Boston Street and Hudson Street/Montford Avenue, a tunnel under Fleet 
Street provided a better geographic transition. A tunnel from Fleet to 
Boston Streets only required one horizontal curve.  A tunnel from Fleet to 
Aliceanna Streets would have required an additional curve which would 
have increased capital costs and increased travel time.   
 
The Preferred Alternative includes an underground station entrance to the 
Fells Point Station within the median of Broadway, north of Fleet Street. 
 
Refer to Chapter 2 of the FEIS for a description of the Preferred Alternative. 
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